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single national athletics governance s true tur ail two-year 

colleges; the incorporation of standards of academic progress into 
eligibility requirements ; and the monitoring of part- t student 
athletes. The survey instrument and results by region are appended. 
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AACJC Survey on Intereolleglate Athletics 
rntroduetien 

On August I, 1986, the Amencan Association of ConiffiUnity and Junior Colleges 
Board ^Directors formed a limited duration Ad Hoc Committee on IntercdUegiate Ath^ 
letics. The comnuttee's charge t develop recommendations^conceming student eligi- 
/r^c^^s^ -f ' "^*'?"^ governance structure, and the role of chief executive offices 
(CbOs) in the operation of ihtercoUe^ate athletics. 

I^late September 1986, the Ad Hoc Committee ordered a poU to provide information 
°? attitudes about National Junior College Athletic Association (NJCAA) athletic 

eligbdityr rule changes. A survey (Appendix A) was mailed to 969 cdmmunity/iuhior col- 
lege CEOs Jq^cqmplete and return by October 3L It was requested that the results be re- 
ported by region rather than bjrstat^^^^ Additionally, California, Oregon, and Washington 
were to be reported separately by state, since all or many cbrnmunity/iunior colleires witfirt 
these^states are not affiliated with the NJCAA. Table 1 (Appendix B) shows the rate of 
retum^by state. Tte^ C^^^^ and deveIop<:d recommendations that were based on 

the mdividual committee membera' experiences iri dejUing with the various issues and on 
the sun;ey results. At the outset there was an awareness that the proper reporting re- 
lationslup was to the AACJC, but many of the recommendations would impact diiectly 
on the National Jumor CoUeg^e Athletic Association (NJCAA). Therefore, if the following 
recohimen(dat!ons^are to ^be implemented there will need to be an accommodation between 
the AACJC Board arid the Board of the NJCAA. 
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Committee Condusions and Recommendations 

On I^cember 8, 1986. the Ad Hoc eonmuttee convened in Chicago to analyze the 
survey results and formulate a series of recbmiriendations to the AACJe Board of Direc- 
A Ar^iA^ t^* there jvas an avvareness_tha^^ reporting relationship was to 

AAUiU, but many ot the recommendations would^jmpact directly oh the NJCAA 
govemMce stmcturc._ if the foUowing recommendations are to be iinplemented 

xT?J^A A accoirmodatidn between t Board and the Board of the 

IsrjCAA. AddttionaUy, the^group concluded that i^ lacked the charge, expertise, and time 
to address aU of the mynad issues associated wSh implementation. However, the concerns 
and recommendations are of import to demand prompt attention and sustained 

conamitment by the AACJC Board in concert with NJCAA Board in addressing the 
problems identified by this project. 

- llie followmg rccbn^^ are the result of the committee's discussion concemihe 

the survey fmdmgs. Some recommendatibhs are accompanied by statements which surrt- 
manzc the: discussion which led to their formation. 

i. llie cimnii^^^ recbmnieiids thai AACJC and IStJCAA jointly 
woi k^b obtain greater CD^ the formation and 

oversight of policies related to intercoilegiate athletics. 



2. The committee recbitittiehds that a National Advisory Board of 
CEQs to the NJCAA Goveniing Board should be formed. 
The 24 existing regions would be grouped into jix larger 
entities cqmpris^^^ of four cbhtigubus re^ons only 
for the purpose ot selecting a CEO tb reprcseht them oh the 
advisoiy board. Additionaily, three other at-laige members 
would be appointed by AACJC, creating a nine-member board. 
The Board's^^ptirpd be tb separately review upcoming 

rule and ehgibiBty changes and make direct recbmmendations 
to 'regibh' CEOs and to the NJCAA Board of Directdrs ih 
advance^f any vote oh adbptibh through regular NJCAA 
procedures. 



3. The cofttitiittee urges NJCAA to consider the forma Ion 
of a single national athletics governance structure for all 
two-year collej^. This structure would prbvide 
more stability and unifonnity in formulating and implemehtirig 
equitaWej^qlides thrbug^^ the country. Underlying both 
Recomniendations l^d 2, h the heed tb ehcburagc better 
coixununication among CEOs to obtain a proper cbuhter balahce 
perspective for a.^vocates involved in the coordination of 
daily athletic activities. Ah NJCAA communication structure 
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is alreadjr in j5lace and utilized by 

GEOs throu^ their regional representati^'ss. 



4. The committee recommends tjiat athletic 
eligibility standards be develop^ which 
#ssUre that cbiitiiiiial progress towards a degree^ or 
certificate is maintained. TTie prcsrat ^JCAA 
eligibtUty niles do not adequate^ insure a student's 
reasonable academic progress. Some initial latitude in 

9oUeg& life may be 
needed; but the imal standards must be set so college 
graduation requirements are met. 

Limitations of timeand resources precluded the development 
of an extensive range of detailed recommendations concerning 
the coniprex matter of staadards of progress. The development 

of_?P?J^?J?^^ of 

credits attempted, credits earned, tenn grade jxjint averages, 

cumulative ^de pbiht averages, evaluation of transfer 

credits, etCj was feybnd the committee's scope and expertise. 

It was de^^^ convene the 

appropriate jpersonnel to seek more stringent and national 

standardization. 



5. The committee recommends that athletic standards mast 
be maintained on a term by term basis whidi considers all 
cnedits eailied froiii the beginning of enrc^lihent. 

Questions were raised about the staiidard being based on term of 
participation vs. term of emoliment and the impact it would 
have bh inter-term sports, e.g., basketball. The committee felt 
strongly that the student ^s^^^ be required to make 
satisfactory grades (and thereby academic progress) the first 
term in order to remain eH^ble for subsequent terms. 



6. The committee recommends that, althongh current 
numbers of psui-time students ayre small^ 
monitoring such students, e^)eciajly iii team sports, is 
warranted. 

There was some question raised about the reasons a^tudent was 
ha^g^to take a part-tim load inhibiting his/her ability to 
participate, yet maintain^ a«:adetmc process. puiPPse of 
such mbnitonng would be ta evaluate the impact of the new 
part-time rule to determine if it should h6 continued. 



7. The aMnmitiee recommends that _ 

semester and qiiarta* hbiirs be ^tiated for determinihg 
athletic eiigilHlity. Nation^ computational Ata^ 
already exist (1.5 quarter houra are equivalent to I semester 
hour). This equivalency should sdso be used for athletic 
eligibility p jrpbses; e.g., 24 semester hours equals 36 
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quarter hours. 



8. The cbmiiiittee concurred with the survey cdnseiisUs that 
CDjIeg^ be allowed the discretion of adopting more stringent 
standards than the current NJCAA rules. 



9. The committee roncjud^ that a tf aifsfer student 

to the two-year college should be r^qjuired to meet the same 
athletic eligiMliiy stsuidards as a second year, two-year 
^lege participant. Further, this transfer student 
should not be able to avoid the grade requiremehts just 
because he/she did riot participate at the four-year level. 



10. Tlie cottiinjtti^ recbiri AAGJE and NJCAA take prompt 

and^committ«l action to study those ahdllary issu^ icited 
in Table 22 of the surv^. Such study should result in 
specific action steps and sfiould include a feedback mechanism 
to monitor and evaluate their effectiveness. 
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Survey Results and Analysis 

To facUitate a^sommarization of findings the following format will be utUbed- Fach 
survey question will be stated and foUowed by brief discussion of surieyStuSs A fabl. 
wbch jummanzes the question findings will be referenced in Appendix B. All commen s 
nn^fJtr appear in Appendix € and will be referenced at the^pS! 

S ^''^ attempt WJK made to reconcUe returns to accurately portray the re^ 

?«J,trtl',fftT'-v"°K^ ^""^ '° 'he expected totals fthe 

dlSreque^ It!' °' '"'^"^'^ ' branding question when a previous answer 

^rt^'f?. ' configu^^^^ Figure 2 indicates those cornplete or 

partial states within each boundary. Table 2 breaks down colleges by headcount size by 
nVn^'^s I* • institutions who said they had an iritercolligiate athletics 

M!^ data analysis jjrbff am assigned institutions who did not report their head- 
fourth, n°f 'he^'"^ «'tegoiy. Numbers in parentheses are percentagepf Thus tS 
tourths of 316 regional respondents represented small coUeges and one-fifth were 
rnedium-sized. When Califoinia (CA). Oregon (OR), and Washingtbri (WA) are incluS 
the percentage of medium and large coUeges goes up slightly. ; are mciuaea, 

1. Poes yc)ur coUege have men's and/or Wdffien's intercblleeiate 
athletics? ^ 

inteSlSf^'Hw^-"' respondents (67%) had either men's or wbmeh's 

mtercoUegiaie atWetics programs with vao'ing numbers of sports: Table 3 prbvides a 
bre^down by re^on. Pay particular attentibri to the 'Yes' column because the remaininl 
tables will show how these mstitutions feel about the new rule changes. T ltere is not a^ 
Sr°Tf^'°" ^'^^ to reponal boundaries which do nbt coincide with° tS 

^SpMr "^^'l interest ,s with a particular region throughout the sun'ey, keep in 
mind the proportion of respondents whb represent the repon in these statistics. 

2. If 'Yes' to Question 1, check those intercbliegiate sports 
partiapated in by your coHege: 

♦K. - *f ^ '^^^ ^ mana^ble form Tables 4 and 5 were prepared. They report 

Ae number of smaU, medium, and large institutions who have variblTs iJtercolle^^S sTrtl 
^^f^ '^^^^^^^^y- Since most coHe^s have multitle sports, cblLmn tSals 
Z°^}'iJ=>f m^^mss. However, the rbws can be meamngTuHy summed. CA, OR, WA 



atWetics offered men s ba^ketbaH.^ Ldcewise, 284 of the 370 had women's basketball. None 
of those coUeges whb sard 'Yes' indicated they had an interebUegiate woman's SrnnasS^ 
pro^am.^For men, the top four sports were Basketball. BasebaUT Gblf, and feSis For 
women, they were Basketball, VoUeyball, Teixr:.3. and Fastpitch Softball. 

^ g Survey Results and Analysis 
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I, Arizpna^Callfornia and Nevada 

I, Arkansas and Oklahoma 

Kegion HI upp^r New York State 

^^SionlV Upper JUinois 

Kegion V fvje^ Mexico and West Texas 

Region VI Kansas 
^^Sforj VU Kentucky and Tennessee 

Region Vlil Florida 

Region IX Cplorado east of the Continental Divide, Fasterri Montana 

" _ . _ Nebraska and Wyomiiig 

Re|joJ5 XI i^^''^ Carolina, South Carolina. Virginia and West Virginia 

Rliion Indiana, Lower Michigan Pe^ 

Kegion Aiii Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota 

RpoJnn viv Upper Michigan Peninsula and Wisconsin 

Region Xiy Eastern Texas 

Region XV^ Lower New York 

Region XVI Missouri 

Region XVII Georg^la 

Region XVIII Alaska, Idaho, Oregon. Washirigtbri, Western Montana, 

Ro6i«h VI V Colorado west of Coritinehtal arid Utah 

Reiion XX Delaware, Eastern Peririsylvania and New Jersey 

Kegion AX District of Columbia, Maryland and Western 

^- , Pennsylvania 

Region XXI Cdririecticut, Maine. M_assachusetts. New Hampshire 

• vvft Rhode Island and Vermont * 

Region XXII Alabama. 

Region XXIII Mississippi and toaisiana 

Region XXIV Lower Illinois 

Figure 2. Key to NJCAA^lViap Regiohs 



3. Is your college a member of NJeAA? 
Table 6 reveals that 93% of those 



l^ook^ proTOtedae ctea iH Appendix B. ftecaSttg reason, were cost, tajl" «SsS^ 
4: is your cbiiege a member of an athletic conference? 

an^f ^/.^^ f '''^"1°^ ?!.'^^^" belonged to at least one athletic conference, 

and a _signrfic^t number had muU affiUations. Only region XXIV had more non 

tSon"'^ '^"^ '° have thSoWn as- 

^- If ' Yes' to Question 4, with which athletic conference is your 
coaege afTdiated? 

•ras question also asked for a further breakdown by sex. The diversity of response 

St?„W t"'^''^^?!""^^ "^'^ ^° impossible. Additionally, it was takiig an iiS^rdi- 
nate time to research those coUeges who were affiliated, but chose not to reply 
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6. Compared to the NJCAA's 1985-86 eligibility rules the new 
1986-87 rules are: 



Eigure i below shows the repons^rcs^qnse decidedly against the hew niics. Only 

one-fourth felt the hew rulei were an improvement, while 56% ^d they werc^ worse. A 
small percent perceived ho change between the rules and 13% had not yet formulated an 
opinion. Appendix C also reports unsolicited cbmhients which were mixed on this ques- 
tion. 




-Jigure 3. Comparison of New vs. 85-86 Eligibiiay Rule (Tabic 7) 



7. If your answer to Question 6 was 'Improved', indicate your 
reasoh(s) for this response. 



CEOs were asked to prioritize their reasons for considering the new rules an improve- 
ment over the old ones. Table 8 shows how many persbhs listed each reason as their first 
or second priority. The clearly stated, most important fea^jn for perceived imprbvemeht 
was Tairer to student athletes/similar to NGAA' foHowed by 'Easier to administer.' Keep 
in rnmd these raiking^ were based upon only 25% of the total respondents who felt the 
new rules were improved. A^^ comments in Appendix C reveal beliefs that the 
hew rules are more reflective of the community cdUege student arid do hot discriminate 
against sports that span semesters. Additionafiy, inclusion of part-time students in the 
athletic prdgfam was cdhsidered by some to be ah improvement. 



8; If your answer to Question 6 was 'Worse', ihdicate your rcasbh(s) 
for this response. 
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RemembRsr^that 56% of the respondents felt the new rales were worse. The over- 
whelnung teUef IS that standards are lower under the new rales. A distant second imoor- 
tance was _Less fair to stude^^ athJetes'. There were many coSSents offered to substantiate 
their _position (Appendix 6). It was obwved that the objections cited were much more 
speciflcJhMi Kasons \yhy the new^rales represented an improyement. Such opposition in- 
cluded misleading jtudeiits^ importance of academics, lowering standards/mbtivatibn 
to mamtam academic ebgibility, and too much possibility for Throw-away' athletics 



Bo you agree with/approve of the new 1986-87 eligibility rules 
for the NJCAA? 



The previous questions asked for a comparison of old and hew rales. Question 9 makes 
a direct ^mquiry^ whetber GEOs approve or disapprove of the new rales. Not 
su^nsmjly over half did not approve while one-quarter did and dhe-fifth were undecided 

2on^I"^^^*^*^* W^"*yBi-^V'^P^'°P ^ appended. Observe in Table 10 that re^ 
pons I, Alii, XIX,_XX, and J(XIII showed substantial approval of the new rales in con- 
trast with the majority. Figure 4 graphically depicts this sehtimeht. 



(71) ISI 



(2IB) SSI 




751 (91) 



YES 



INB 



TOm RE5PON5ES=370 



Fi g ure 4. j&ffsefApprove New Eiigibility Rules (Tabl e ID) 



10. Standards of academic progress are aii impbrtaht concept in 
establishing eligiBility for athletes. Which of the folio wihg 
statemehts best describe your reaction to istahdards of progress? 



ThiBe^of everyJouF re.<ip5ndents felt progres.s standards should be computed on a term 
vs. annual basis. There were a few comments expressed as well. 
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1 1. The^new 1956-&7 rules make it possible for the part-time student 
to become eligible for athletics. Do you agree with this 
philosophical approach? 



Overall, repbn jrespondenta were about evenly^vided on this ciuestidn although the 
'No' slightly outweighed the 'Yes' jpespbnses (Figure 5), while ihe disparity tqwarfs 'No' 
was more pronqun^d in the CA,OR,WA sample (Figure 6). There were dramatic differ- 
ences ^ofopimon between regions. Regions III, XIII, XVI, XIX,^ XX, arid XXI favored 
part-time eligibility. Regions I, X, and XII were evenly spBt and the remainder were a^inst 
it. Agam a few unsolicited cbmirierits on this question are reported in Appendix 6. 




Figure 5. Part-Time Student Eligibility (Table 121 
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(12)4! 



(33) 611 




351(19) 



YES 



UNDECIDED 



TOTA L RESP0NSES=54 



fflgure 6. Part-Time Student EligiKility (CA^ OR^ WA - Tahie 12) 



12. TTie 1986^87 eligibility reqanements set by the NJCAA are 
rejgried p nummum requireiheats. Any coHege/athletic 
conference may approve more stringsht rBquiretnents beyond 
NJCAA nuramum standards. Which of the following statements 
best describe your reactions? 



Figure 7 shows there 



was 



^ ^ , f - ahnost unanimity among all respondents that 

fu"'*^ opt forjnore strmgent requirements. The few comments cx- 
presffid a behef that thq^ with higher requirements would be at a disadvantage compared 
to schools/conferences with lower standirds. 
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(33t) 901 




Figore 7. Adoption of NJCAA Requfremeiits (Table 13) 



13. Has your college adoptecLmoTe stnngqnt athletic eii^hiiity 
requiiements than the NJCAA's 1986-87 requireiherits? 



Note in Table l4ihat 174 of the 316 regional respondents (55%) alr^dy had adopted 
more strihgeht eligibility guidelines. That Ggure went up to 92% for the CA, OR. WA 
colleges. Even thqu^ sUgta than half of the regions cbmbined adopted higher 

standards, there was marked variance between regions. AlthdU^ almost eve^ohe ap- 
proved of the principle of i^bwihg coHegss/conferences to set hij^er standards (Table 13), 
actual practice rcveils much less uhanimity. Even the unsolicited comments on this ques- 
tion were mixed. Further informatidn regarding the iniefplay of factors influencing posi- 
tions by re^bn is needed. 



14- If/Yes' to question 13, sic, indicate the areas where ydiir 
college is more stringent than the NJCAA. 



Eighty-four of the 524 'Yes' respondents to question 13 (37%) said grade reguiitifnents 
^yen^ lii^er, 35% had more strihgeht term eli^bilily^ 28% disallowed part-tinie student 
ejigbilhy, and 22% had lu^er c^ These jpercentages are hot summative 

since multiple responses could be given to this questjqn. A number of co accom- 
panied this question Csee Appendi^^e)^ Several of them centered around G.PyA. require- 
ments tied to financial assistance. Others merely indicated what their G.P.A. requirements 
were. 



15. Relative to the 1986-87 NJCAA eligibaity rales future rules 
should be: 
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Tworthffds felt future rales^s^^^^ more stnngent. Qne-foarth thought they should 

!!"^ ^^'^ either undecided or indifierent. ©nly 1 college out of 

the 370 thought fiiture rules should be easier. Answers to this question foUow the under- 
iymg theme of advocating greater structures, but one is left with the impression these re- 
sponses reflect positions^ oT principle. When questions of practice ar^ raised there is much 
less consensus. Figure 8 presents these statistics 



(31)12 



(2511681 




SI DDES NOT miTER 



lOTAL RESP0NSES=37a 



Fi gure 8. Desired Status of Future Eligibility Rules (T able IS) 



16. If your answer to Question 15 was 'B' (rejaxed/easier) or 'C 
(more^striiigent), indicate in what areas you feel changes are 
needed. 



h^nlf ?i .1° coincides \yith the areas wliere colleges 

had already made their ebgibihty requirements more stringent (Table 14). Thby are not 
Identical be<^ some resjxjndents answered this question even though they answered 

•ii^^'^f ?°'^i'if ^'^^^S^^^ '^'^^ ^'"g"^ <=°"°8e in Table 15 who felt 
Mure eLgbdity rules should be relaxed focused their concern on the ci^dit requirement 
Agffln,xoII^s expressed a need to have the ruJes tightened up with regard to terin vs. an- 
nual eLgibihty^assessment and mimmutn G.P.A./credit requirements. The accompanying 
comments m Appendix e supported this dbsefvatibh. f J' 6 



17. 



'rae 1986-87 NJCAA eHpbiKty requirements do aWay with 
differentiating between semester and quarter hours; e.g., students 
may qua% to JJarticipate during the seconiyear by passing 24 
selected quarter or semester hours with a GPA 
of 1.75. Do you agree with this approach? 
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Survey Rcsiuits ahci Ahaljrjiis 15 



March 23rd, 1987 



Overjdl, about 30% of ^mple felt no difrerentjatidn between 

semester and quarter hours wfiHe almost 68% fc!t the distinction should be maintained. 
There was a marfcrf difference betwee the combihed regions' totals and GA, OR, WA on 
this issue. Over 80% of the not wish to eliminate the distihctioh 

compared Jo about 58% for the former (Figure 9). The comments iobbied for semester 
hours to be the standard. 



(1B7I 531 




Figure 9. Abolish Differentiation Between Semcstter/Quartcr lloar!i (Rcgtonai Areas - table 
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(lb) ill 




SI (13) 



YES 



UNDECIDED 



TOTAL RE SPQN5ES=54 



831(45) 



Figure 10. ^bpKsh Differentiation Between Semester/Quarter Ilbiirs (CA, OR, WA - Table 



18. As CEO, categorize the role that Best describes your involvement 
with intercollegiate athletics at yoiir school. 



Obssm in Figure 11 that 72% of the 370 CEOs classified their involvement level as 
either moderate or Sjeat, About bhe-C^H had some contact but 6% had none at aU There 
IS some difference between the CA, OR, WA collets and the rest of the country. RecoR- 
nize that these^ answers reflect each respondent's definition of 'none', 'some', 'moderate' 
and great . Also, there is no easy way to separate actual involvement from a socially ex- 
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Survey Results arid Analysis !7 



March 23rd, 1987 




Figure U. CEO Ihvdlveiffeht with Ihfcrcblleg Athletics (Tabic 18^ 



19. Do you consult with^ or otherwise msdce your feelings/reactions 
known to, your NJCAA regional representative oh issues (such as 
eii^bUityjijle chaaiges) pridf to the NJCAA rcgidnal or 
national meetings? 



In Table 19 one is struck that 30% of the 316je@dnai respondents did not coihrnuhi- 
cate with their NJGAA representative. The comments are illuminating. Those who did 
not comrriunicate preyipusly state they definitely plan to in the future. Those CEGs who 
did contact NJCAA did so through their athletic director or Dean of Students. 



20. The rpTe of the CEO in gbvemahce of community cbHcge 
intercollegiate athletics should be: 



^__The respondents a wide variety of bpihiohs oh this question. I^bkihg at the re- 
gional responses 32%jravored the current procedure of a regionally elected represchtatiye 
to NJCAA, 22% desire^ m NIC AA advisory board committee composed dfelected^^ 
and 24% wanted ah elected CED cbmmiltee witfcohb representative from each region to 
serve as an NJCAA J^^ The remaihihg 24% were divided among having 

NJCAA regional representatives limit^ to CEOs, having cW elected regidhal repre- 
sentatives make recbmmehdatibns td a separate agency Board of CEOs, and other. Figure- 
12^ also shows how the C^ OR, WA colleges responded to this question. Tlie commcni 
arc too diverse to summarize so the reader should review them in Appendix C. 
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i 5^ B 
RESPONSE OPTION 



Eignte 12. CEO Role iii Governing Athletics (Table 20) 



21. Is it desirable to Have one intercollegiate national governance 
structute for all two-year colleges in the country? 



Sli^Jitly more than three-fourths of the reponal representatives expressed a preference 
tor a^umtary national goveniarice siructiire. The GA, QR. WA schools did not share that 
position, however. The few unsolicited comments added qualifiers to their 'Yes' vote 
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22. Please indicate any other national intercollegiate^ athletic 
issues you would Uke to see studied with recommendations 
forthcoming by this or other similar cdmrriittees. 

/TaB^ 22 and Fi^re 15 display the results. Since multiple issues could be checked bv 
each coUege, only absolute however, the ma^Hude of responses td 

•ff on'f^"^ a x:Iear mteion of its^m^ surprisingly, Alcohol/Dnig Abuse 

IS on the minds of a lot of those surveyed and warrants nationwide attention. Second, was 
the issue of standarls of progress Ued into a/recognized' academic program. This issue is 
more^pronounced^m the^^^^^^ than in the combinS regions Th&d 

wSTfiTrth^rltu^^ ^PP^^^^' of sufTicibnt interest to 



tn 



tn 




2 3 



4 5^789 
RESPONSE OPTION 



Coiumn Idcntiricatioti: 

(J) AJcohol/Drug Abuse (2) Violence _ 

(3) Financial Aid (4) Out of Country Limits 

(5) Scholarship Limits (6) Title LX_ 

III goosters (8) Standards of Progress 

(9) Recruitment Guide 

Figure IS. Issues Tor Future Study (tabic 22) 



23. A student transferring from a four-year td a two-year college 
does riot heed to have passed any courses at the former to be 
elieble for athJeUcs at the latter provided he/she did riot 
participate at the four-year level. Do you faver this rUle? 



EKLC 



23 



fine' 



March 23rd, 1987 



Table 23 reveals a dtfference of opinion on this issue between the CA, OR, WA colleges 
the rcmairider o'' the country. The latter, by almost 3 to 1, da not favor aIlo%vin^re- 
verse tranrfer participation with failing performance just because they, did not participate 
at the four-year level. TWs is in almost direct contrast with the CA, OR, WA colleges who 
favor the riiling almost 2 to 1. The reason for thds opinion divergence is unknown. Also, 
observe that Regions XIII and XVI go counter to the rest of the regions. 



1 




YES NO 

RESPBNSE GPTION 



Figure 16. Eligibility of Transfer vs. Native Students (Reg ional ikrcos - Tabic 23) 

24. If 'No' to Question 2^^^ meet tlie same eligibility 

requiriihents as a second year participant at the two-year college? 



One would expect that the total for this question would match the 'Rd' column for 
question 23. Ho\yeveri many people answered both questions regardless of their answer 
on the prior questbn. M resj^^ were recorded so the totals may or may not be equal 
to 'Yes' and/or 'No' comi^med. Jn any event, 79% of the regional responses favored having 
transfers meet second year community coHege participant standards. This percentage goes 
to 78% when CA. OR, WA schools are included. 



25. Currently, establishing athletic eU^biUt^ utilizes a 1.75 

G.P.A. requirement. This G.P.A. can be computed on the BEST 
24 hours in the annual ( 12 in a tenn) requirement with all other 
hours ignored. Do you agree with this method? 



Note in Table 24 respondents in the combined rcgidns split almost down the middle 
on this question while CA, OR, WA^were heavily against it: The question even had vari- 
mce between indiv^^^ This sug^sts a need to look deeper for those factors 

which allowed for such diverge interpfetation in each region. Clearly, if each remon is in- 

ERIC 
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te^reting the issue dfferently then there is no coherent national agreement, and the student 
athlete will receive diflerential treatment depending upon region. 




REGIBNS 



NB 

RESPONSE OPTION 



Figare »7. Agreement wjtHGPAuon Best 24 Annual Hours Regional Arc,-. . Tabic 24) 



26. If 'No' lo Question 25, should the GPA calculation include all 
accumulated hours? 



rFnSn,^"-^1H- "'^y P'^PecUS^ people to respond but. in fact, 297 of the 3l6 reizional 
^^^:t^.?^'^ 7^ percentage of 'Yes' and 'No' vWs m about^/oSe^o 



hSd """^"or"^"^? " i? ""t'^-S '^^^^^^ a position within the regions. On the other 
th^feS^il" " 5*'"°"8ly endorse the use of aU accumulated hours vs sele"tinJ 

the best 24 annual hours for determining elipbtlity GPA. selecting 



6e computel?"*'°"^ °" ^'^^^ ^^^'^ °l'g»^''''y 



^ A variety of suggestions were offered and can be referenced in Question 27 in Appendix 



28. In chOTgmg from the bid rules of term etigibility to annual 
^^»^?|f^y^«.™aJo^argu^^ was NCAA Division I has annual 
ehgibUity with^muiimum SAT scores and G.P.A. in high school 
core courses. Should NJCAA adopt similar requirements? 

per _ 

O . Survey Results aiiil Analysis 23 
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^yisolicU^^ convey depth of feeling and caveats which should 

accompany any consideration of this issue. 



(2b7) 841 




-JigQre 18. Adopt Miiiimuhi SAT and HJS. Core CPA (Table 251 

29. Additional Cotnmehts: 

^ One observes the scope of feeUng regarding the entire issue of two-year college athletic 
eligibility as evidenced by the number of unsolicited comments aAer every guestibn. Ad- 
ditionally, and somewhat uhcharacieristically. a p-eat many CBDs provided minimal to 
extensive additional comment to them at the end of 

Appendix B. Each statement comes frqrn a djfferent CEO. Collectively, they provide a 
glimpse of the complexity and feeling associated with the entire problem of athletic eligi- 
bility. 
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Appendix A. SURVEY OF INTERCOLLEGIATE 

ATHLETICS 



SURVEY ON INTERCVLLEGIA TE A TULEITCS 



Ln cbmpletirig this quesUbnhaire, it is necessary that you understand how thenew 1986-57 eHgiBiHty 
rules of the National Junior College Athletic Assdciatidri (NJCAA) differ from the previous 
1985-86 rules: 



Annua! Eligibjiityt 

The 1985-86 rules were based upon a term of eli^bility^ ^ITiose who wished to cdi^^ had to 
rriaihtain a mlnimurriDf 12 hours^ of enrollments while competing and had previously passed a term 
with a rninimum of 12 hours arid a GPA of 1.75. This was changed to annual elipbility the first 
year in school. Ilie stu^^^ 12 hours to coriipete 

his first year. The second year of eUgibiiity remains the same as it was, 24 hours passed with a 1.75 
GPA. 



Part'Time Rale; 

Part-time students were ineligible under the 1985-86 rules. Under the 1986-87 fslJCAA rules, 
part-time students are eligible tinder the fdllbwirig coriditibris: 

Students who have never been full time at any college may become eligible for a season of 
participation in a sport by meeting the f<)Howmg conditions: 

1. TTie stiidents atten^^ §!^e institution one acadcriiic year as 
part-time students prior to the year of his/her participation, passing at 
least 12 credit hours with an overall grade point average of 1.75 or better 
during that year. 

2. During each term of participation, the students must cany at least 6 
credit hours in the same iristitutibri. 

3. Prior to a second season of participation in any sport, the student must 
pass a total of 24 credit hours with a 1.75 GPA or fii^er. 

4. If in any term the students enipll fujl tirne, the^ the privileges 
under tlus provision of the part time eligibility rule. 

5. Institutions who apjgly for tWs^p^^^ bf the rules niust subriiit a transcript 
to establish the eligibility of the students. 

6. Students whb withdraw completely or to less than 6 credit hdurii, become 
immediately ineligible. 

Please complete this survey and return in the enclosed envelope by October 29, 1986, 



ResearchyPlahhihg OiTicc 

Coiiege of DuPagc 
Glen Ellyri, Illinois 60137 
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SURVEV ON IlVrERCbi JJ:GIA I E A rULETICS 



. FALL (f986) HEADCOUNT: 

NJCAA REGION: FALL (19S6) PTE: 



Please complete (he foiiowing ihrdrmatibh. (Check answer where appropriate): 
I. Does your coaege have men's and/or women's ihtercbllegiate athletics? 

^ A. Yes 

B. No 

If "No" to Question Ij stop here and return survey. 

2. If "Yes" to Question ), check those intercollegiate 

Men's 



s participated in by your college: 

V T Vy ■ ilWll O 



_BasebaH 
-Basketball 
^Bowling 
_£ross Country 

Football 
[Golf 

_Ice jlockey 
Lacrosse 
Marathon 



_Soccer 

^Swimrning & Diving 
-Tennis 

"Track & Field (Outdoor) 
_Track & Field (Indoor) 
Wrestling 

-Other- 



^Basketball 
—Bowling 
_£ross Country 
_FieId Hockey 
-Golf 

^Gymnastics 
_Skiing 

_Sdccer _ _ 
-Softball (Fast Pitch) 
^Softball (Slow Pitch) 
__&wimming & Diving 
^Tenriis 

-Track & Field (Outdoor) 
Track & Field (Indoor) 
Volleyball 

~ Other 



29 

^ Appendix A; SURVEY OF INTISRCOU^^^ %^ 

ERIC 



1 



3. Is your college a member of the N;I6AA? 

A. Yes 

B. No 

If nfes'' to Question 3, move to Question 4. 

If ''No'' to Question 3, indicate why your college is not a NJCAA afiiliated institutidn:- 



4. is your college a member of an athletic conference? 
A. Yes 

B. No 

5. If ''Yes'' to question 4, with which athletic conference is your college affiliated? 

A. Men's: - 

B. Women's: ^ 

6. eompared to the NJCAA's 1985-86 eligibility rules, the new 1986-87 rules are: 
A. Improved 

-- - B. Worse 

- C. No appreciable change 
D. Undecided 

7. If your answer M Question 6 was "Improved." indicate your reason(s) for this response. (Put "1" after mo 
important arid "2" after second most imp^brtant reason): 

A. Fairer to studerit athletes/similar to NC4\A 

B. Easier to administer 

C. More competitive teams are possible 

^^^^^ D. Less stringent eligibility rules 

— E. Other (please specify): 



^' ^i^^^^^^^^"^^ 6 on p^e 2 was ^orsc- indicate your rcason(s) for this response. (Put after 
most important and 2" after second most important reason): 

A. Lowers standards for student atliletes 

■ B. Harder to administer 

— C. Less competitive teams will be possible 

D. Less fair to student athletes 

E. Other (please specify): - 



Do you agree with/approve of the new 1986-87 eUgibility rules for the NJGAA? 

A. Yes 

B. No 

:_- C. Undecided 



Sl?/s?lteSSl?t^tf^' -if^ ^" establishing eli^bility for athletes. WlTicfi of the 

toUowmg statements best descnbe your reaction to standards of progress? 

^' ^JkSwt?', °^ proj^fiss should be computed on a yearly basis. (Under tha 1986-87 NJCAA rules, once 
ebgibihty IS estabhshed. a student remains eligible for the remainder of the year regardless of grade 
pomt avei^ge) ^ o o» 

B. SMards_ of progress shoujd be computed on a term or semester basis. (Students must make a certain 

grade pomt average the first term or semester Id be eligible for the second term or semester schedule) 

' ' Sffis plShlS S^^E?"'''^ ''''^ "^""^ "^"^ yon ag.-e 

A. Yes 

B. No 

C. Undecided 

^eSJ^il^^^^^'^^^^'^^ ^^^^^ "^^^'^^ ^ minimum requirements. Any 

WhiS «f t£ Lr^- ♦'"^ requirements beyond NJCAA minimum standards 

Which of the foUowmg statements best describe your reactions? 

A. AH colleges/conferences should have to adopt NJCAA requirements as stated with no changes 

°' ^t^daSs^**^^*'^ conference may approve more stringent requirements beyond NJCAA minimum 



ments?"' ^"""^^^ adopted more stringent athletic eHiibiiity rcquircment.s than the NJCAA's 1986-87 require- 



, A. Yes 
B. No 
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If ^No^ to Question 13, move to Questidri 15, oh page 4. 
14. If "Yes" to Question 13 on page 3, indicate the areas where your cbllcgc is rhorc stririgcht than the NJCAA: 

A GPA 

B. Credits 

C. Terra eligibility 

D. Part-time students ineligible 

E. Qther (please specify): 



15. Relative to the 1986-87 NJeAA eligBifity rules, future rules should be: 

A. About the same 

B. Relaxed/easier 

- C. More stringent 
D. Does not matter/undecided 

If your answer to Question 15 was "A" or "D," move to Question 17. 

16. If your answer to Question 15 was "B" or X," indicate in what areas ybii feel changes are needed: 
A. GPA 

B. Credits 

C. Term eligibility 

D. Part-time student's eligibility 

E. Other (please specify): _ 



17. The 1986-87 NJCAA eligibility requirements do away with dinbrcntiatihg between semester and quarter Hour 
e.g.^ students may qualify to participate during the second year by passing 24 selected quarter or scm^ter houn 
with a GPA of 1.75. Do you agree with this approach? 

A. Yes 

B. No 

_ C. Undecided 

18. As CEQ, categorize the role that best describes your involvement with mte/cbllegiate athletics at your school: j 

A. None | 

^^^^^^^ B. Some 

C. Moderate 

D. Great 
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Do you consult with oj pthenyise make your feelings/reactions known to your NJCAA regional representative 
on issues (sach as eligibility rule changes) prior to the NJGAA regional or national mectinfS "'P'"'^"'^"''^ 

. A. Yes 

B. No 



20. The role of the CEO in govefnaflce of community college intercollegiate athletics should be: 

A. Current NJCAA governance structure (through regionally elected reprcsentatives)--nb change 

B. A conunittoe of elected CEOs should serve as an advisory board to the NJCAA 
~^ ^' NJCAA ""^ of elected CEOs, one from each NJCAA region, should act as a governing board for 
D. NJCAA regional representatives should be limited to CECDs 

^— ^' ^^S&^^P^^^'^^f'^^ should be elected as present and make recommendations to a sepa^ 
rate Board of CEOs estabhshed under another agency 

F. Other (please specify): 



^oum^?^^^^ *° ^^"^^ intercoUcgiate athletics national governance structure for all two-year coUeges in the 

A. Yes 

B. No 

C. Undecided 

^"^^^ like to see studied with recommen. 

dations fortficonung by this or other similar committees. (Check all that apply): rccommen 

A. Alcohol/drug abuse 

- B. Violence 

- C. Financial aid for athletes 

S. Role of out-df-coUritry athlete 

E. Natlond scholarship limits (number of scholarships per sport) 

- F. Title IX status 

^^^^^ G. Role of booster clubs 

H. Standards of progress tied into a "rccopiizcd" academic program 

I. Recruitment guidclir.es (e.g., national letter-of-intcnt) 
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The following questions list practices that exist under both old and hew rules. Please read each and pro vie 
your reaction; 

23. A student transferriiig rrdirl a four-year to a two-year college does not need to have passed any courses at tfi 
former to be eligible for athletics at the latter provided he/she did not participate at the four-year ievel. Do yd 
favor this rule? 

A. Yes 

B. No 



24. If 'No' tc Question 23, should fie/she meet the same eligibLIity requirements as a second-year participant at th 
two-year college? 



A. Yes 

B. No 



25. Currently establishing athletic eligibiKty utilizes a 1.75 GPA requirement. This GPA can be comj)uted on thi 
b«Lt_24 hours in the annual (!2 in a term) requirement with all other hours ignored. Do you agree with thi: 
method? 

A. Yes 

B. No 

26. If 'No' to Question 25 she ulu the GPA calculatidii include all accumulated hours? 
A. Yes 

B. No 

27. If "No' to Question 26, on what basis should GPA elipbllity be computed? 



28. Ill changing from the bid rules of term eligibility to annual eligibility, a major argument was NCAA Division 
rhjK annual digibiUty with minimuin SAT scores arid GPA in high school core courses. Should NJCAA adopt 
sirntlar requirements? 

A. Yes 

B. No 
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^^^^"S^^T"^^^^^^ intcrcolle^atc athletic, and/or athletic eligibility 

Thank you for your prompt and th >u^tful response. 



Signed: 

CEO 

Return in the enclosed envelope By October 29, 1986, to: 

Research/Planning Office 
College of puPag5 
22nd & Lamlxsrt Road 
Glen EUyn, Illinos 60137 
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Table 1 
Institutions By State 



Sta4:e 


Soht 


-Total 
Return % 


t 

Athl 


State 




Total 
Return % 


# 

Hxnj. 


Alabama 




19 


70 


13 






2 


40 


n 
u 


Alaska 


10 


5 


50 


0 


Nabpa^If a 


i ^ 

1 w 


10 


77 


o 
o 


Arizona 


18 


9 


50 


7 


NAvadji 




4 


80 


n 

M 


Arkansas 


10 


9 


90 


8 


New Hamnshipe 


5 


1 


20 


1 
1 


California 


1 1 1 


41 


37 


37 


Naw .1av^4av 


1 Q 


10 


S3 


Q 


Colorado 


15 


9 


6b 




new riOAico 


1 H 


9 


64 


1 


Connect ictlt 


18 


6 


34 


o 


new xorjc 




21 


48 




Delaware 


4 


1 


25 


\ 

1 


norxn uaro±i.na 


DO 


31 


55 


1 


Florida 


33 


25 


76 


C»<J 


hwc'^ji uaivO xa 


•7 
i 


4 


57 




Georgia 


15 


9 


60 






OO 


14 


42 


3 


Hawaii 


8 


5 


63 


0 


Olf 1 sil^mnA 
w JVX ClJlwItlCl 


1 / 


10 


59 


/ 


Idabo 


2 


b 


b 


n 


egon 


1 3 


11 


73 


7 


Illinois 


55 


32 


58 


29 


Penn^vl van ^ it 




8 


35 


k 
O 


Indiana 


2 


2 


100 


1 


Rhode Tsland 


1 
1 


1 


100 


1 


Idifa 


16 


11 


69 


8 


South CapoI^ 4njt 


1 ft 


12 


67 


A 


Kansas 


21 


14 


67 


12 


Soiith Dillfn'f'A 


1 
1 


0 


0 


n 
u 


Kentucky 


15 


10 


67 


2 


Tennessee 


16 


13 


81 


8 


Louisiana 


3 


2 


67 


2 


Texa^ 


65 


50 


77 


31 


Maino 


o 


5 


83 




Utah 


5 


2 


40 


2 


Maryland 


16 


13 


81 


13 


Vermont 


3 


2 


67 


2 


Massachusett s 


21 


8 


38 


6 


Virginia 


25 


13 


52 


0 


Michigan 


31 


23 


74 


16 


Washihgtch 


29 


13 


45 


10 


Minnesota 


20 


12 


60 


12 


West Virginia 


7 


5 


71 


1 


Mississippi 


19 


9 


47 


9 


Wisconsin 


22 


11 


5b 


7 


Missouri 


18 


9^ 


50 


9 


Wyoming 


7 


7 


100 


7 












TOTAL 969 


552 


57% 


370 
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T&ble 2 

Institutions By Size Within Regl6n (Heeidc^unt) 



Region 
X. 

III. 

IV. 

V. 

Vl^ 

VII. 

VIII 

iX. 

X» 

XI. 

XII. 

Xlii. 

XXV. 

XV. 

XVI 

KVil. 

XVIII. 

XIX. 

XX. 

3CXi. 

XXII. 

XXIII. 

XXIV. 



TOTAL 



(1-5999) 
Small 

2 

11 

9 
16 
1Q 
10 
11 
16 
12 
-7 
15 
20 
11 

4 

4 

3 

3 
-I 
13 
13 
It 

8 

9 



239 (76) 



Medlam 

3 
1 
1 
8 
t 
2 

8 

3 

1 
3 
1 
3 
3 
4 



4 
3 
3 
2 
3 

i 



59 (19) 



(45000+) 



3 
3 

1 

i 



18 (05) 



Total 

7 
15 
12 
18 
18 
12 
10 
23 
19 
12 

a 

21 
24 
14 

8 

9 

3 

3 

18 
16 
13 
11 
11 



316 



Cai 
Ore 
Hash 



TOTAL 



n 

4 
5 



20 (37) 



17 
2 
5 



24 (44) 



9 
1 



10 (19) 



37 
7 
10 



54 



GRAND TOTAL 



259 (7b) 



83 (22) 



28 (03) 



370 
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Table 3 



College's With Intercoiieglate Athletics By Region (.y.) 

(Qaestlon t1 ) 



Region 

I. 

II. 

111. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

vii. 
vm. 

IX. 
X. 

Xi. 
XII, 
Xlll. 
XIV. 

xv^ 

XVI. 

XVII. 

3£ViIi. 

XIX. 

XX. 

XXI. 

XXII. 

XXIXI. 

XXIV. 

Hawaii 



(XXV) 



Yes 

7 
15 
12 
18 
18 
12 
10 
23 
19 
12 
8 
21 
24 
14 
8 
9 
3 
-3 
11 
18 
16 
13 
11 
11 



No 

4 

3 

16 
2 

13 
2 
6 

49 
3 

14 
7 

11 



6 
7 
1 
2 
7 
6 



Total 

13 
19 
13 
21 
34 
14 
23 
25 
25 
61 
11 
35 
31 
25 

8 

9 

9 
10 
12 
20 
23 
19 
11 
11 



TOTAL 



316 (65) 



171 (35) 



487 



Cal 
Ore 
Wash 



37 
7 
10 



4 
4 
3 



41 
11 
13 



TOTAt 



54 (83) 



11 (17) 



65 



GRAMS TOTAL 



370 (67) 



182 (33) 



552 



39 



38 



Table A 

Hen*s Intercoiiegiato 5pbrt By institution Size (Head) 

(Question #2) 



Men's SpD2?t 


Small 


i'ledlum 


Large 


^x^o^ai 


Baseball 


173 


71 




2 / D 


Basketball 


230 


76 


28 




Bowling 


11 






18 


Cross Country 


SI 


38 


20 


1 uv 


Fbbtbail 


47 


22 


1 3 


84 


Golf 


108 


48 




1 79 


Ice Hockey 


6 




1 


9 


Lacrosse 


5 


2 


1 
1 


9 


Marathon 


1 


3 


2 


6 


Skiing 


6 




i 


7 


Soccer 


51 


38 


20 




Swim S Dive 


15 


16 


14 


45 


tennis 


96 


44 


24 


164 


Track/Field (Gut) 


53 


32 


20 


ios 


Track/Field (In) 


25 


lb 


6 


41 


Wrestling 


30 


16 


18 


54 


Other 


13 


5 


6 


24 



4Q 
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Table 5 



Women^s Intercoiiegiate Sport By Institution Size (Head) 

(Question #2) 



Women ^ s Sport Small 

Basketball 195 
Bowling 9 

Cross Cbuhtry 40 
Field Hockey 4 

Golf 23 
Gsnnnastics 

Skiing 6 

Soccer 1 2 

Softball (Fast) 84 

Softball (Slow) 35 

Swijii & Dive 15 

Tennis 88 

Track/Field (Out) 39 

track/Field (In) 20 

Volleyball 134 

Other 9 



Medium Large Total 

65 24 284 

3 4 16 

32 20 92 

2 6 
11 6 40 

i 7 

10 9 31 
45 20 149 

14 6 55 

15 12 42 
45 22 155 
25 19 83 

11 7 38 
61 23 218 

3 5 17 



40 



Table 6 



Membership In NJCM and Athietic Conference CJ:) 
(Questions #3 and i4) 



NJCAA 



Region 

ii. 

lil. 

IV. 

V. 

vi. 

VIII. 

IX. 

X. 

XI, 

XII. 

XIII. 

xiv. 

XV, 

XVI. 

XVII. 

XVIii. 

XIX. 

XX. 

XXI. 

XXII, 

XXIII. 

XXIV. 



TOTAL 



Cal 
Are 
Wash 



TOTAL 



GRAND TOTAL 



xes 

— 7* 


No 


/ 

1 D 








18 




16 


2 


12 




9 


1 


23 




18 


i 


6 


6 


8 




16 


5 


22 


2 


14 




8 




f 




3 




3 




.9 


2 


17 


1 


13 


3 


13 




11 




11 





293 (93) 23 (07) 



3 
3 
2 



A 
8 



8 (16) 46 (84) 



301 (31) 69 (19) 



Athletic Conference 





No 


Total 


7 


- 


-7 


14 


1 


15 


10 


2 


12 


16 


2 


18 


16 


2 


18 


10 


2 


12 


9 
23 


1 


to 

23 


15 


4 


19 


7 


5 


12 


8 




8 


18 


3 


21 


22 




24 


14 




14 


7 


1 


a 


9 




9 


2 


1 


3 


3 




3 


10 


1 


11 


18 




18 


14 


2 


16 


13 




13 


11 




11 


5 


6 


11 



281(89) 35(11) 316 



37 
- 7 
10 



54 



37 
7 
10 



54 



335(90) 35(10) 376 



42 
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Table 7 



Comparison of New vs. 85-86 Eligibility Rules (.'/.) 

(Question i6) 



Region 

i. 
II. 

iii. 

XV. 

V. 

VI. 

vii. 

VIII. 
IX. 

S. 

Xii 

XII ^ 

XIII. 

XIV. 

XV. 

XVI ^ 

XVII. 

XVIII. 

XiX. 

XX, 

XXI. 

XXII. 

XXIXI. 

XXIV. 



Improve Worse 



3 
3 
5 
4 
A 

i 
i 

2 

I 

3 
3 
14 

2 
2 



-9 
10 
2 
2 
6 
5 



1 

10 
6 

13 

12 
7 
7 

20 

14 
3 
4 

10 
8 

14 
3 
6 
3 
2 
X 
7 

10 
8 
4 
5 



Change 



1 

2 
2 



Undecided Total 



2 
2 



3 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

2 
1 
6 
1 
7 
2 

3 
1 



1 
1 
4 
2 
1 
1 



.7 
15 
12 
IS 
18 
12 
10 
23 
19 
12 
8 
21 
24 
14 
8 
9 
3 
-3 
11 
18 
16 
13 
11 
11 



TOTAL 



83 (26) 178 (56) 13 (04) 42 (13) 316 



Cal 
Ore 
Wasit 



8 
1 
1 



15 

4 



3 
1 



11 
I 
3 



37 
7 
10 



TOTAL 



10 (19) 



25 (46) 



4 (17) 



15 (28) 



54 



GRAND TOTAL 93 (25) 203 (55) 17 (06) 57 (15) 370 



43 



Table 8 



Reasons New Rules Are limroyement 
(Question #7) 



(Rank Order) 



Fairer to 
Athletes 



Region 



i3t 
III. 
VI. 
V. 

VIII. 

IX. 

Xi 

XI, 

XII. 

Xiii. 

XIV. 

XIV. 

XV. 

XVil^ 

XVIII. 

XIX. 

XX. 

XXi^ 

XXII. 

XXIII. 

XXiV." 



TOTAL 



1st 

3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
2 

1 
2 

2 
3 
5 
1 
1 
2 



7 
7 
1 
2 
3 
2 



54 



2nd 

1 
1 
1 



1 
1 

1 
3 



1 
1 

12 



Easy to 
Adihih. 

1st 2nd 

2 

Z 1 
1 

2 1 
2 1 
2 



1 

1 

1 

2 
2 



1 
2 

1 



14 



2 
3 
] 
1 
1 
1 



23 



More 
Teams 

1 g-t; 5*1*1 

1 1 

1 
1 



1 

6 



4 
1 



Less Stringent 
Rules 

1st 2nd 

1 i 
i 



1 
1 

2 
2 



Cal 
Ore 
Wash 



TOTAL 



7 
1 



8 



2 
1 



GRAND TOTAL 



62 



13 



15 



26 



10 



11 



44 
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Table 9 



Reasons Mew Roles^ Are Wojrse (Rank Order) 
(Question 18) 

Lowers Harder to Less Compet. Less Fair 

Standards Administer Teams to Athletes 



Region Ist 2nd 1st 2nd 4^ 2nd 1st 2nd 

1 11 

II. 3 1 _ 3 1 

w- ? , ' , 

Sili S 1 1 ^ 

VIII. 6 12 

IX. I 1 i i i 

Si 3 1 t 

Xli 3 1 t 2 

^h. I ' j f • 

My: 7,2 a s 

XVI. S 12 

XVli. 3 2 1 

XVIII . 2 1 

XIX. 2 1 

XX. 4.1 

XXI. 5 11 2 1 

XXII. 5 1 2 

XXIII. 2 • 1 

XXIV. 2 1 
TOTAL 94 7 4 16 3 16 24 



Cal 15 .23 

Ore 3 1 

Wash 4 1 

tOTAt 23 i 2 3 1 



GRAND TOTAL 117 8 6 19 13 16 24 



44 



45 



Table 10 



Agree/Approve New Eligibility Rules CJi) 
( Quest ibh #9) 



I* 
II. 
III. 
Vi. 

VI. 

Vll. 

VIII; 

IX. 

X. 

Xi; 

XII, 

XIII. 

XIV. 

xv^ 

XVI. 

XVII. 

XViii. 

XIX. 

XX. 

XXI. 

XXii. 

XXIII. 

XXIV. 



; 4 
3 
5 
4 
3 
1 
1 
t 
3 
2 
2 

-3 

14 
1 
t 
2 
1 
1 

.8 

10 

2 
5 
5 



No 

1 
10 

5 
13 
12 

8 

8 
20 
13 

A 

12 
6 
12 
3 
6 
2 
2 
3 
6 
12 
8 
2 
A 



Pndecided 

2 

2 

2 

1 

3 

3 

1 

2 

3 

6 

2 

g 

4 

1 

4 

1 



2 
4 
3 
4 

2 



Total 

-Z 
15 
12 
18 
18 
12 
10 

23 
19 

12 

.8 

21 

24 

14 
8 
9 
3 
3 

IJ 

18 

16 

13 

11 

11 



TOTAL 



82 (26) 176 (56) 



58 (18) 



316 



Cal 
Ore 
Hash 



5 
2 
2 



22 
4 
6 



10 
.1 
2 



37 
7 
10 



TOTAL 



9 (17) 32 (59) 



13 (24) 



54 



GRAND TOTAL 



91 (25) 208 (56) 



71 (19) 



370 



46 
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Table 11 



Computation of Standards of Progrress iZJ 
(Question ilDi 



Re 9 Ion Yearly 



1^ 


o 


II. 


2 


III. 


5 


iV. 


5 




5 


VI. 


2 


VII. 




Viii . 




IX. 


2 


X. 


4 


XI. 


3 


Xii. 


4 


XIII. 


8 


XIV. 


XV. 


1 


XVi. 


3 


XVII^ 


1 


XVIII. 




XIX. 


6 




9 


XXI. 


1 


XXII. 


5 


XXIII 


5 


XXIV. 


6 





ioxa± 


Z 


7 


1 


J 9 


- -/- 


1 7 

-i A 


13 


IB 


13 


18 


Id 


12 


10 


10 


23 


23 


17 


19 


8 


12 


-5 


-8 


17 


21 


16 


2$ 


14 


14 


7 


8 


6 


9 


2 


3 


3 


-3 


5 


11 


9 


18 


15 


16 


8 


13 


6 


11 


5 


11 



TerAL 80 (25) 236 (75) 316 



Cai 10 27 37 

Ore 16 7 

Wash 2 8 10 

TOTAL 13 (24) 41 (76) 54 

GRAND TOTAL 93 (25) 277 (75) 370 



46 



47 



Table 12 



Part-tir..o Student Ellgribility (X) 
(Question #11) 



Region 

I, 

II. 

iii. 

XV. 

V. 

VI. 

Vii. 

VXII. 

IX. 

X. 

Xi^ 

XII. 

XIII. 

xiv. 

xv^ 

XVI. 

XVII. 

3£VIiIi 

XIX. 

XX. 

XXI. 

XXII^ 

XXIII. 

XXIV. 



3 
2 
9 
13 
I 
5 
2 
9 
5 
6 
3 
10 
17 

7 
6 

i 

.1 
-8 
14 
11 

2 

1 

4 



No 

3 

12 
1 
S 

16 
6 
7 

12 

11 
6 
4 

10 
5 

14 

2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
8 
9 
6 



Ondecided 

1 
1 
2 

t 
1 
1 
2 
3 

1 

t 



1 
4 
3 
1 
1 



To»al 

7 
IS 
12 
18 
18 
12 
Id 
23 
19 
12 
8 
21 
24 
14 
8 
9 
3 
3 

n 

18 
16 
13 
11 
11 



TOTAL 



140 (44) 151 (48) 



25 (08) 



316 



Cal 
Ore 
Hash 



14 
3 
2 



22 
4 
7 



37 
7 
10 



TdTAfc 



GRAND TOTAL 



19 (35) 
159 (43) 



33 (61) 



184 (50) 



2 (04) 



27 (07) 



54 



370 



4§ 
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Table 13 



Adoption of NJCAA Requirements (.'/.') 
(Question #12) 



Region 

I. 
II. 

fii. 

IV. 

V. 

Vi. 

SII^ 

VIII. 

IX. 

X. 

XI^ 

XII. 

XIII. 

XIV. 

XV, 

XVI. 

xvii. 

JCVill. 

XIX. 

XX. 

XXI. 

JfXII. 

XXIII. 

XXIV. 



Adopt with 
No Changes 

2 
4 
2 

3 
i 
2 
2 

1 
1 
2 
3 
1 



2 
1 



Approve Higher 

Standards Total 

5 7 
11 15 

10 12 

18 18 

15 18 

11 12 

a to 

21 23 

19 19 
11 12 

7 .8 
19 21 
21 2A 
13 U 

8 8 

6 9 

1 3 

2 3 
10 It 
17 18 

16 16 
13 13 

9 11 
10 11 



TOTAL 



33 (10) 



283 (90) 



316 



Cal 
Ore 
Wash 



2 
1 



35 
7 
9 



32 
7 
10 



TOTAL 



3 (06) 



51 (94) 



oRAND TOTAL 



36 (10) 



334 (90) 



370 



4B 
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Table 14 

Areas of More Stringent Eligibility 
(Questions 113 and #14) 



I. 

11^ 

III. 

IV. 

V. 

VI ^ 

VII. 

VIII. 

iX. 

XI. 

Xii. 

XIII. 

XIV. 

XV. 

XVi^ 

XVII. 

XVIII. 

XiX. 

XXI. 
XXII. 
XXIli; 
XXIV. 



Already More 
Stringent 
Yes Mo Total 



1 
8 
7 
6 
10 
6 
-9 
22 
15 
6 
-3 
14 
5 

n 

5 
3 
3 
I 
5 
7 
12 • 
2 
5 
8 



TOTAL 



eai 

Ore 
Wash 



TOTAL 



GRAND TOTAL 



6 
7 
5 
12 
8 
6 
1 
1 

6 
5 
7 
19 

3 
3 
6 

2 

6 
11 

4 
11 

6 

3 



174 142 



3$ 3 
-6 1 
10 



50 



224 146 



7 
15 
12 
18 
18 
12 
10 
23 
19 
12 
8 

21 

24 
14 
8 
9 
3 
3 

11 

18 

16 

13 

11 

11 



316 



37 
7 
10 



54 



370 



j 

4 

3 

1 

6 

4 

3 

5 

6 

2 

2 

5 

5 

4 

4 

2 

2 

1 

2 

3 

3 

2 

1 

3 



71 



Areas Greater Strlhgency 
„ , Term Part-time 

Greditg Ellglb. Inellglb. 



11 
1 
1 



13 



84 



1 
4 
t 
2 
3 

i 

6 

4 
1 

2 

2- 

S 

2 

1 

1 

3 
2 



45 



4 

4 



3 
4 

3 
3 
5 
5 
7 
2 
1 
5 
4 

5 
1 

2 

2 

1 

3 

3 

4 

1 

1 

3 



74 

3 
1 



4 

2 

3 

5 

1 

4 

5 

5 

2 

1 

3 

3 

5 

2 

1 

2 

t 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 



57 



2 
1 
2 



49 



78 



62 



I 

50 
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Table 15 



Desired Status of Future Eligibility Rules (5{) 
(Question #15) 



Region 
1. 

III. 

IV. 

V. 

yi^ 

VII. 

Vill. 

IX. 

X. 

XI. 

xii, 

XIXI. 

XIV. 

XV. 

XVI. 

XVSI^ 

XVIII. 

XIX. 

XX. 

XXI, 

XXII. 

XXIII. 

XXiV. 



1 

3 
3 
7 
4 
1 

a 

I 
2 
3 
] 

13 
1 

2 
2 



7 
8 
1 

2 
4 
4 



Easier 



More 
Stringent 

4 
10 

7 
11 
13 
ID 

7 
22 
16 

6 

5 
14 
10 
12 

6 

6 

3 

3 

4 

9 
12 
11 

5 

7 



Dpes_Npt 
Matter 

2 
2 
2 

1 

1 
T 

1 
3 
2 
3 
1 
1 



1 

2 



Total 

7 
15 
12 
18 
18 
12 
JO 
23 
19 
12 
-8 
21 
24 
14 

8 

9 

3 
-3 
11 
18 
16 
13 
11 • 
1 1 



TOTAL 



76 (24) 



1 (01 ) 



213 (67) 



26 (08) 316 



Cai 
Ore 
Wash 



7 
2 
2 



27 
4 
7 



3 
1 
1 



37 
7 
10 



TOTAL 



11 (20) 



38 (71 ) 



5 (09) 54 



GRAND TOTAL 



87 (24) 



251 (68) 



31 (08) 370 



51 




50 



Table 16 



Areas Heeding Future Change 
(Question #16) 



Region 

i. 

II. 

iii. 

XV. 

V, 

VI, 

VII. 

VIII, 

IX, 

X, 

Xi. 

XII^ 

XIII, 

XIV, 

3CV. 

XVI^ 

XVII, 

XVIII. 

XIX. 

XX, 

XXI. 

3aii. 

}OCIII, 
XXIV, 



TOTAL 



GPA 



Relaxed/Easier - 
- _ Term Part-Time 

G redits E3rigib Eligibl GPA 



Cal 
Ore 
Wash 



TOTAL 



GRAND TOTAL 



78 



18 
1 



19 



97 



More Stringent 

Term Part-time 

Credits Eliaib Eligi b 



3 


1 


2 




A 


4 


7 


4 


2 


2 


2 


1 


4 


3 


5 


2 


5 


2 


4 


5 


4 


t 


3 


I 


2 


2 


4 


2 


7 


6 


7 


4 


3 


2 


6 


4 


3 


3 


6 


4 


3 


1 


3 


2 






1 




4 


2 


5 


4 


3 


2 


5 


1 


3 


2 


4 


2 


2 


2 


2 


2 


1 




2 


1 


4 


3 


5 


2 


4 


2 


4 


i 


3 


3 


4 


3 


6 


6 


5 


4 


3 

5 • 


2 
3 


3 
4 


2 
1 



5^ 

11 
5 

16 



93 



ii 

2 

6 



19 



70 112 



52 



9 
1 

7 



17 



69 



52 
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Table 17 



Abolish Differentiation Between Semester/Quarter Hours 

(Question #17) 



(5:) 



Region 


Ye^ 


No 




-- 
2 


- 

4 




5 


7 


TTT 
XXX . 


5 


.5 


XV . 




n 




5 


9 




4 


7 


HIT 


1 


.8 


VIII. 


1 


20 


ix. 


8 


9 




5 


5 


XI. 


3 


5 


XII. 


7 


9 




12 


10 


VTT7 


1 


10 


XV. 


3 


3 




4 


5 


XVII. 




3 


XVIII. 


t 


2 


XIX. 


8 


3 


XX. 


8 


6 


XXI. 




6 


XXII . 


•I 


9 


xxiii. 


6 


4 


XXiV. 


3 


T 


TOTAL 


105 (33) 


167 


Gai 


3 


31 


Ore 




6 


Wash 




8 


TOTAL 


3 (06) 


45 


GRAND TOTAL 


108 (29) 


212 1 



Undecided 
1 

3 
2 
3 

1 

1 
2 
2 
2 

5 
2 
3 

2 



4 
5 

1 
1 



<4 (14) 



3 
1 
2 



6 (11) 



50 (14) 



Total 

7 
15 
12 
18 
18 
12 
10 

23 
19 
12 
8 

21 

24 
14 
8 
9 
3 
3 

11 

18 

16 

13 

1 1 

1 1 



316 



37 
-7 
10 



54 



370 



53 

52 



Table 18 

CEO Invblvement With Inteteolieglate Athletics (y.) 

(Question #18) 



Region 

II. 

III. 

iV. 

V. 

VI. 

Vii. 

VXII. 

IX. 

X. 

Xi. 

XII, 

XIII. 

xiv. 

xs^ 

XVI. 

XVII. 

XViil . 

XIX. 

XX. 

XXI. 

XXII. 

XXIII . 

XXIV. 



None 

1 
1 

I 
2 



3 
J 
1 
1 
3 



1 
2 

1 
2 
1 
1 



2 

2 

2 

2 

5 

2 

1 

3 

4 

3 

A 

5 

5 

2 

3 



3 
7 
3 
1 



Moderate 

1 
S 
A 
9 
6 

S 
8 
7 
5 
-3 
11 
12 
6 
4 
5 
2 
2 
5 
7 
8 
4 
6 
4 



Sreat 

3 
6 
6 
6 
5 
4 
4 
9 
7 
3 

2 
7 
6 
1 
4 
1 

1 
4 
4 

6 

4 
5 



To t a l 

7 

15 

12 

18 

18 

12 

10 
23 
19 
12 

8 
21 
24 
14 

8 

9 

3 

3 

n 

18 
16 
13 
11 
11 



TOTAL 



22 (07) 60 (19) 136 (43) 



98 (31 ) 316 



Cal 
Ore 
Wash 



13 
2 

4 



15 

2 

3 



8 
3 
3 



37 
7 
10 



TOtAi. 



1 (02) 



19 (35) 



20 (37) 



14 (25) 54 



BRAND TOTAL 



23 (06) 79 (21) 156 (42) 



112 (30) Z70 



54 
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Table 19 



Convey PbsltipnTo NJCAA iX) 
(Question #19) 



Region 

II. 

III. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

Vii. 

Vill. 

IX. 

X. 

xi. 

XII^ 

XIII. 

XIV. 

XV. 

XVI^ 

XVII. 

XVIII. 

XiX. 

XX. 

XXI. 

XXII. 

XXiXI : 

XXIV. 



Yes 

4 
9 
8 
8 
15 
11 
-6 
18 
15 
2 
-7 
11 
18 

n 

6 
7 
3 
2 
-4 
11 
7 
11 
9 
7 



No 

3 
5 
4 
8 
1 
1 
3 
4 
3 
9 

ID 

2 
2 
2 

1 
7 
7 
9 
2 
2 
4 



No Rest). 



2 
2 



Total 

-7 
15 
12 
18 
13 
12 
10 
23 
19 
12 

8 
21 
24 
14 

8 

9 

3 

3 
U 
18 
16 
13 
1 1 
1 1 



TOTAL 



210 (66) 



95 (30) 



11 (04) 



316 



Cal 
Ore 
Wash 



7 
5 
3 



18 
5 



12 
2 
2 



3? 
-7 
10 



TOTAL 



15 (28) 



23 (43) 



16 (29) 



54 



(3RAND TOTAL 



225 (61) 



118 (32) 



27 (07) 



370 



54 



T^ble 20 



CEO Roio In JSdVefnlng Athletics (.'/.) 
(Question t20) 



i. 

II, 

III. 

IV. 

VI. 

VII. 

Viii; 

IX; 

X. 

XI. 

Xli. 

xm. 

XIV. 

XV. 

XVI, 

XVII. 

XVIII. 

XIX. 

XX, 

XXI. 

xxii. 

XXIII . 
XXIV. 



No eha 

3 

2 

4 

5 

5 

2 

1 

I 

5 

4 
-2 
10 
15 

5 

1 

1 

i 

3 
8 

I 
7 
6- 



Elected 

CEO 
Advisory 
Board 



8 
5 

2 

2 

2 

2 

5 

5 

3 

3 

2 

2 

3 

3 

5 

2 

1 

5 
2 
1 



CEO 
Comn . 

Sovorn 



3 
3 

6 

7 
3 
12 
3 
2 
2 
5 
4 
3 
2 
2 
1 



2 
2 

2 
2 



Region . 
Reps 
Only 
CEOs 

1 



1 
2 



Separate 
CEO 

Board Other 



2 

i 
1 



1 
1 
1 
1 

A 



2 
3 
2 
2 



2 
1 
1 



1 
1 

4 
2 

3 
3 
ft 
3 
1 
1 
1 



1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
1 
1 



Total 

7 
IS 
12 
18 
18 
12 
10 
23 
19 
12 
8 
21 
24 
14 
S 
9 
3 
.3 
11 
18 
15 
13 
11 
11 



TOTAL 



101 (32) 70 (22) 77 (24) n (0^) 24 (08) 33(10) 316 



Cal 
Ore 
Hash 



1 
2 
3 



10 
1 



13 
1 
1 



1 

1 
2 



H 
2 
4 



37 
7 
10 



TOTAL 



6 (11) 11 (20) IS (28) 1 (02) 



4 (07) 17 (32) S4 



GRAND TOTAL 107 (29) 81 (22) 92 (25) 12 (03) 28 (08) S0(13) 370 



56 
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Table 21 



Position On National Athletics Governance Structure (X) 

(Question #21) 



II. 
III. 

iV. 

VI. 

VII. 

Viii. 

IX. 

X. 

Xi. 

XII, 

XIII. 

XIV. 

XV. 

XVI, 

XVII. 

XVIII. 

XIX. 

XX. 

XXI. 

XXII. 

XXIII. 

XXIV. 



Yes 

1 
11 

.9 
16 
10 
12 

.8 
20 
13 

19 
-6 
14 
19 
9 
8 
8 
3 
S 
-» 
iZ 
12 
19 
-9 
10 



No 

3 
2 
i 
1 



2 
1 
4 
3 
3 



1 
2 
3 
1 



Undecided 

3 
2 
2 
1 
8 

2 
3 

1 
1 

A 
2 
3 

i 

1 

2 
3 

i 

2 
2 
1 



Total 

7 

15 
12 
18 
18 
12 
10 
23 
19 
12 

8 
21 
24 
14 

8 

f 

3 

3 
11 
18 
16 
13 
11 
11 



TOTAL 



241 (76) 26 (08) 



49 (16) 



316 



Cal 
Ore 
Wash 



13 
3 
2 



16 
4 
5 



8 

3 



37 
7 
10 



TOTAL 



18 (33) 



25 (46) 



11 (20) 



54 



GRAND TOTAL 



261 (70) 49 (14) 



60 (16) 



370 



57 



56 



Table 22 



Region 

I. 
II. 
III. 
iV. 

VI. 

VII. 

VIII. 

XX. 

X. 

XI. 

XII. 

XIXI. 

XIV. 

XV. 

XVI. 

XVII^ 

XVIII. 

XIX. 

XX. 

XXI. 

XXII. 

XXIii . 

XXIV. 



TOTAL 



Alcohol/ 
Drug 
Abuse Vioien. 



Issues For Putxix^ 45tudy 
(Question #22) 

^ ^ Stand 

Finan. Country Schdl. of 

Aid A thl e t e Limit Title IX Boost . Prog 



4 




t 


8 


I 


8 


10 


2 


7 


11 


3 


5 


7 
1Q 


2 
1 


5 
6 


-7 




4 


14 


6 


12 


14 


3 


10 


8 




5 


-4 


1 


1 


14 


4 


8 


18 


7 


13 


11 




7 


4 


i 


4 


8 


1 


1 


2 


1 


1 


2 


1 


1 


6 


2 


5 


9 




6 


10 


5 


4 


8 




7 


9 


3 


6 


10 


2 ■ 


6 



1 

-i- 


2 




3 


g 




7 


c 


w 


2 


3 




5 


4 


1 


4 


7 


2 


2 


2 


3 


16 


19 


5 


2 


9 


4 


2 


6 


1 


1 


a 




I 


4 


2 


3 


5 


4 


8 


7 




2 


2 


1 


I 


4 


4 


2 


3 


2 


2 


1 


2 


1 


2 


3 


5 


6 


2 


5 


6 


3 


7 


6 




I 


5 




2 


4 


2 



Recru 
Guide 



208 



46 



133 



87 120 



46 





3 


3 


5 


8 


10 


4 


8 


2 


5 


10 


7 


2 


6 


6 


7 


9 


11 


^ 


- 3 


o 


4 


13 


21 


6 


10 


8 


2 


7 


7 




2 


5 


5 


9 


6 


5 


12 


-5 


2 


8 


11 


1 


4 


1 


1 


3 


6 


1 


2 


3 


1 


3 


2 


1 


5 


3 


5 


10 


8 


1 


7 


4 


1 


5 


• 8 


3 


5 


5 


3 


• J5 


7 


'0 


159 


155 



CAL 
ORE 
WASH 



TOTAL 



26 
3 
7 



36 



6 
2 



12 
2 
3 



17 



13 
1 
2 



16 



7 
3 
2 



12 



10 

2 



12 



8 

3 



11 



23 
2 
6 



31 



21 
1 
3 



25 



GRAND TOTAL 244 54 



150 



103 



132 



58 



81 



190 180 



58 
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Table 23 



Eligibility of Transfer vs. Native Student Vzi 
(Questions #23 and #24) 



Region 


Yes 


M 


I. 


2 


-5 




l 


14 


IXI. 


5 


7 


IV. 


6 


12 


V. 


3 


15 




2 


10 


VII. 




iO 


VIII. 


5 


18 


iX 


1 


1 o 




3 


9 


XI. 


1 


7 


XII, 


7 


14 


XIII. 


15 


9 


XIV. 




14 


XV. 


<ti 


4 


XVi. 


5 


4 


XVII^ 




3 


XVIII 


1 


9 
A 


XIX. 


S 


6 


XX. 


5 


13 


XXI ^ 


^ 


12 


XXII. 


1 


12 


XXIII. 


5 


6 


XXIV. 


3 


8 


TOTAL 


84 (27) 


232 


Cai 


28 


9 


Ore 


2 


5 


Wash 




6 


TOTAL 


34 (63) 


20 


GRAND TOTAL 


118 (32) 


252 



Eligible W/O Grades 
If No 4-Yr Participate 



Meet Same as 

Student 





Yes 


No 


Total 


7 


4 


3 


7 


IS 


14 




14 


12 


10 


2 


12 


18 


9 


3 


12 


1 a 
4 o 


1 3 




13 


12 


8 


1 


9 


10 


9 


1 


ifi 


23 


15 


4 


19 


1 9 


1 7 


c» 




12 


2 


9 


11 


.8 


6 


1 


-7 


21 


13 


2 


IS 


24 


9 




9 


1$ 


13 


1 


i4 


8 


3 


2 


5 


9 


3 


6 


9 


3 


3 




3 






1 


3 


11 


4 


3 


7 


18 


11 


3 


14 


16 


9 


3 


12 


13 


9 


4 


13 


11 


5 




S 


n 


7 


1 


8 










316 


198(79) 


52 (21) 


250 


3i 


10 


5 


IS 


7 


2 


3 


5 


Id 


6 


2 


8 


54 


18(64) 


10 (36) 


28 


370 


216(78) 


62 (22) 


278 



58 



Table 24 



Agreement With GPA On Best 24 Annual Hours UJ 
(Question #25 and #26) 



-Compute on Best 
24 (Aiihiial ) Hours 



Region 
I. 

III. 

IV. 

V. 

VII. 
VIII. 

XI. 

XII. 

Xlli. 

XIV. 

XV. 

XVi. 

XVII, 

XVIII. 

XIX. 

xx^ 

XXI. 
XXII. 
XXili. 
XXVI. 



Yes 

2 
Z 
.6 
10 
6 
4 
3 
8 
6 
$ 
-6 
10 
18 
6 
4 
5 
I 
2 
7 
13 
7 
5 
6 
6 



No 


Total 


?ea 


Hb 


_ 
5 


7 


3 


3 


8 


15 


8 


6 


6 


12 


5 


5 


8 


18 


.7 


10 


12 


18 


U 


7 


8 


12 


7 


5 


7 


10 


7 


3 


15 


23 


13 


8 


13 


19 


11 


7 


8 


12 


7 


5 


2 


8 


2 


6 


1 1 


21 


10 


8 


6 


24 


6 


18 


8 


14 


7 


5 


8 


3 


5 


4 


9 


3 


6 


2 


3 


2 


1 


1 


3 


1 


2 


4 


11 


3 


7 


S 


18 


7 


11 


9 


16 


8 


6 


8 


13 


6 


5 


5 


11 


. 5 


5 


5 


11 


5 


6 



If No, include All 
Accumalated Hours 



Total 

6 
14 
10 
17 

18 

12 

10 

21 

18 

12 
8 

18 

24 

12 
8 
9 
3 
3 

10 

18 

14 

11 

10 

11 



TOTAfc 



152(48) 164 (52) 316 



147(49) 150 (51 ) 297 



Oai 
Ore 
Wash 



5 32 
2 5 
1 9 



37 
-7 
10 



30 
5 
8 



7 37 
2 7 
2 10 



TOTAL 



8 (Is) 46 (855 54 



43 (80) 11 (20) 54 



GRAND TOTAL 



160(43) 210 (57) 370 



190(54) 161 (46) 351 
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Table 25 



Adopt Minimum SAT And K. S^^ Xlore 6. P. A. iV.) 
(Question #28) 



11^ 
III. 

IV. 

VII. 

VIII. 

IK. 

X. 

XI. 

Xii, 

XIXI. 

XIV. 

XV. 

XVi, 

XVII. 

XVIII. 

XIX. 

XX, 

XXI, 

XXII. 

XXIli . 

XXIV. 



Yes 



A 
2 

1 

2 

3 
1 

1 
3 
^ 
3 
2 
1 
2 



2 
1 
1 

1 



No 

5 
11 
10 
17 
16 
9 
9 
18 
17 
11 
5 
17 
21 
12 
5 
7 
3 
-3 
11 
16 
15 
12 
7 
10 



No Re^^ 
2 



1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 



Total 

7 
15 
12 
18 
18 
12 
10 
23 
19 
12 

6 
21 
24 
14 

a 

9 

3 

3 
1 1 
18 
16 
13 
11 
1 1 



TOTAL 



38 (12) 



267 (84) 



11 (04) 



316 



Gal 
Ore 
Wash 



10 
1 



22 
6 
8 



5 
1 
1 



37 
7 
10 



TOTAL 



11 (20) 



36 (67) 



7 (13) 



54 



GRAND TOTAL 



49 (13) 303 (82) 



18 (05) 



370 
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Appendix G. ATHLETIC SURVEY 

COMMENTS 
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AtHLETIC SURVEY 
Comments 



1 . Does your college have men's and/or women's intercoj'cglatc 
athletics? * 



No, currently investigating througi a Task Force on IntcrcoUcgiatc Athletics." 



3. Is your college a member of the JSJC AA? If no, indicate why 
your college is not a NJCAA afHliatcd ihstitutibh: 



No interest. 

Too costly, and we generally are not competitive enough to go dri to regiorial/riatiorial 
tburheys. 



: Travel distance and exgcnse, level of cbmpetitibh ixi regional tourriamcnts, satisRcd with 
competition in our own conference. Do not want Id compete against colleges with high 
riuinbers of scholarships. 

There are no branch carnpuses in Ohio that belong, as far as I khbv Intercollegiate 
sports among regional campuses is pretty much loosely regulated. 

UNSTA is a nqn-schola^^^ schbbl. We operate bn a budget that is too 

small to get involved with many schools. 

Archery competitibri place betwecsh the few colleges having such a program and 
district, state, and regional archery clubs. 

California Cbmmunity College. 

We are not a junior college but a regional campus of Ohib University. 

Lack of support arid uriderstandirig from nationsU and re^onal administrators plus cost; 

Although a member, we have important reservations concerning the rule riiaking prb- 
cedures. 

Have considered membersliip during the last several riibriths-rm hbt sure what ad- 
vantages would be availabb to ns should we join the RlCAA. Also unaware of pbssible 
restrictibris that we might incur should we join. 

Because we are in a conference in t^^^^ systcni. Some of bur schbols have 

4-year academic programs and others have 2- years. With that variety we cbrisidcr 
ourselves a (club sport). We compete with junior colleges: 

No heed— affiliated with conference association. 
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The number of sports is very limited, and we do not have athictic (gym) facilities. 
We consider local leaguing sufficient. 
See no heed. 

We are a member Northwest Athletic Association of Com. Colleges. 
Travel and costs associated with national competition. 
Because we do not cdrnpete but of state. 

!kL?°cf°'"^ ^'i[,°'^ '^^^^ in, arid we also feel that the size of oUf 

school IS too small to benefit From any of the national tdUrriamcnts. 

Many president in Jhe Northwest a^ not comfortable with the direction of NJCAA 
F^e have elected to have our own association in Wash, and Oregon. We think it works 

Why riot affiliated witt NJCAA? At the ^n^serit time NCACG is committed to the 
Eastern Pennsylvania Collegiate Conference and the Pennsylvania CoSe A hie c 
Assooation. A conipansbn of the cost factor and the bcnefiis would be w^fcorne 

No, would have io jjay the dues myself. 

California Assoc. of Coriuriunity College Athletics serves the sariie purpose as NJCAA. 
Weniber of California Commission on Athletics arid participate under these regulations. 
No, we only this year fielded a riien's golf tearn. 
No real benefit. W^ adhere to NJCAA guidelines. 
Better served by own conference. 

Should you revcrre N.ICAA position which was th mc ugl.Jv sludi-d and discussed 
S ^Trf r fjb^ whether we are a member of AAC^r A..LKJ I iSr^g fh^r^Ie 
of NJCAA. I do not pay dues to you for this purpose. ^ ^ 

No, because Cajifornia operates on a difTererit set of guide?:- : 

^WAACq'°" *° ^" ''^"^ -'"^ r-^ nptec! .ur joining 

Participate in MSCC. Follow NCAA rules. 
Do not know anything about it. 

It is aiegal for a Calif. Com. Col. to hold rtieriibershi,;,; . We affiiiste with CACC-COA. 



Cbmparea to the NJCAA's 1985-86 cli'giKlity rules, the new 1986-87 niie: 



are: 



Need substantial imprbvement. 
I do not like the part-time rule. 
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Worse than worse-unacceptable. 

G.RA. too low. 

Unacceptable: 

Have not reviewed thiem. 

Irriproved—iri some respects. Worse— in some respects. 

Do not agree with annual ellgibiHty. Do not agree with part-time rule. 

Undecided, but think improved with notification. 

Improved-regarding part-time student eligibility. Wbrse--regardirig annual eligibility. 

Declaring eligibility once a yearJs an improvement. Reducing required hours for com- 
petition as a sophomore (frbrri 36 to 24)is worse. 

7. If yoar ansvtrer to Qu^tion 6 was "Improved/' indicate your reason Tor tliis response: 
Part-time students are eligible. 

More in accordance with the philosophy of the community college. More adapted to 
the profile of a juhibr college student. 

Eligibility for part-time students. 

y^cral Arts colleges found the 85-86 rules on semester rsquiremchts made the teams 
less competitive vHUi cqmmuin college v/ilh a variety of associate degrees and many 
with lower requirements on basic skills. 

The new fujes are more cbnsjsierit with M^. :AA & NAIA regulations. I would like to 
see us maintain the i.5 on 10 Jirn. for each s^irrt ^ster but include the 24 hrs. accumulation 
fbr cbmpetitibh in \hr second year. 

Do not know what iivir^-ict they have now tb make a cbmparisoril 

AJlbw? two semester sp^ ^ ■ athlcier to compete for the entire season nncouragcs full 
time status for spring seni : 5ter sport;.- . 

Takes into consideration the nature of :-^.ii>.mi:vu-v coilegt student. 

Improved-a) Does net oi-2c/ oinatr? ; those spo, \s that span semesicrs. They how 
compete on an^equd fc ^i*^^. v v V -v;^i ^-riostfir - - ../ts. b) Finally, alk v*s part-time 
students tb participate a:riic'ro5r. 

Not a member— not awar:: -^i : •> / - - 

More oriented to academic ac ^ ^^rncr- t an ^ :c: ^ Higher academic requirements. 

Discriminatjon of split season sport - a^ t sk' - hali ii; negated by removing 2nd se- 
mester eligibifity 'urk other than fall L jie en- li*::cnt. 
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I strongly recommend that students be required to co/nplete 24 hours with a 2 0 f 'T" 
average) index after one year of eligiBility. 1 believe it is beneficial to the athlete Vo 
participate throughout the, season and qualify for a second season on an ahriU?! bas ° 
STeSr hours)' equivalent (i;e. 24 semester hours 

I do not see the value of allowing part time participation; 

niles arc fairer for coaches. However, in some cases if the coach does not stress 
^^V^o^Avm cause a few students to let up' tlicir freshman year causTrig 
meli^bdtty thetr sc^^tnore year. This, of course, is bad for the student Ld the 2:a? 
demic reputation of the institution. 

This gives the part-time students an oppb-tuhity t6 b8 a part of the athletic program. 

The ^£tft-time rule is not an improvement since the student is part- time; then that 
means that he has olher commitments that would make Iiim unable to attend practices 

Did not like the rule allowing for no consequence grade point after the first semester. 

*° particip.->ie who are full- time students but -niv 

in attendance for one or two quarters. 
Allows greater numbers to participate. 

student Ite' ^' *° of participation. This was unfair for rural 

Movement toward academic strength. 

Srf'^^rt- u ^"^^^^ di^ against. In one semester sport i a siudcnt 

yea CbSSl fnT^f "!!?°"' ^'"'^ T ^H^-^^f^ did I.se the td 
r^ltri ^^^.ffj'^'' most conferences, you had an athlete who made the team and 
couId_pIay aU the non-conf. games but at inid-term if that student passca 1 1 hrs^ you 
los htm for the most imjportant part- of your schedule and you could not add to your 
roster. You ended up losing that athlete for a year and a half. ^ 

fir,??^^' ^ the new rules will help incoming students to adjust to college during their 
firs| term and ^stiU mauitain th^ athletic eligibility. Also, it does not discriininSe 
SbS)' " participates in a .port that covers more than one tenS (pSSy 

More equitable. Recognizes part-time students. 

it is fairer to student athletes and easier to administer-"annUaI eligibility. " 
Improved, part-time student eligibility. 

Wou'd ^e to see fuU Hme student defin^ as 12 credit hours of coliege work Count 
P^' cTu'iSsr N° Saybe a care of comS. (LilPt on 

Student atldete may work during summer session that would count towards 

12 l!SiKSSrr°" '"'^ ^ attempted 
Recognizes that most of ouf students are part-time. 
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Enable nou-traditionai (part-lime) student to compete. 

The new riile is identical to the NCAA rule. Iri the past ciigibUit> rules were more 
strtagent thjm the NCAA. Junior c )llege should be a second chance situation aca- 
SemicaHy and athletically. 

Allows true part-time students to participate. 

Improved-chcourages students to be fuU-time students all year. 

Tile new niles help the small two-year colleges to field teams by improving partic- 
ipation. It also enables athletes to participate while maihtairiirig academic process. 



8. If your ans^ver to Question 6 on page 2 was "Worse/' indicate your reason for this re- 
sponse: 



Need more stringent eligibility rules. 

Too easy for coaches to mislead athlete to believe he doesn't need to pass his class. 

Part-time students should not be allowed to participate. Student^ should riot be Jillowcd 
to play brie semester and not attend the next semester and stiH maintain eligibility. 

Lowers standards for stn athletes during their first year of cbrilpetitibri. 

/yiows students w skills brily to take the place of real studcht/athletcs hurting 

ui future development. 

Iricbnsisterit with direction bur college, state, and nation arc going with respect to in- 
creased emphasis on quality arid iristitutibiial eficctivchcss as well as increased student 
accountability. 

Puts no pressure bri the freshmen to do their work. They can do a bare minimum for 
their entire career. 

Student would have a more. diffrcuH time ^aduating in order to be eligible to enter up- 
per division Universities arid Cblleges. 

Too Weak. 

Does not put athletics in proper academic perspective for student athletes; 

Part-time student eK^biHty could lead to misuse and^ abuse of athletes, especially iri 
ittctropblitan areas. It may lead to an inequitable competition siiuation-mctropdlitan 
as opposed to those bf Us but in the Tiiriterlarids.' The same problem (use and misuse) 
may result from the first year of Tree' eligibility rule. 

TTie new year-Id eligibility elimiriates the concept of 'student" in the phrase 
student/athlete. 

Set sblid staridards and follow them . . . don't change standards to "accommodate" a few 
colleges ... think of the sttjderits. Let's set Cbmriiunity College Standards . . . don't 
lower our standards to those of four year colleges arid Urtivcrsities . . . already they do 
riot meet bur academic standards in their lower division work. 
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Too easy for first year. 

Coaches will use good players. 

Opens possibility for inappropriate behavion 

IritercoUegiate athletics should be limited to full-time students. 

There is no academic ^ in the new rules. Ona year eUgibility is granted to stu^ 

dents regardless of nnd-term or mid -semester/year grade reports. 

Encourages^u^ students to win games or make a coache's reputation without pro- 
vidmg a college education in return. vviuiuui pru 

We feel it was a better situation when eligibility was determined each semester. 

We danot have adtnission like NCAA schools, ^o we need to demand 

immediate academic progress (at least remedially). 

Inconsistent wjth direction last legislative re^on director's eligibility policy making 
group was attempting to accomplish! ^ "iciKmg 

No time requirenient for credit hours to fuBlH 24 hours prior to 2nd season. 
Too much possibility for 'Throw-away'' athletes. 

We appreciated t^^ under the old system for students to perform aca^ 

demically hACH semester. 

pamnges commu^^^^ the door (part- time students) 

to future abuses by athletic director/coaches. otuu^^iu.^^ 

Not a menlbcr--unaware. 

Sim atSti P^'t^e students will do nothing for the betterment 

Lowers standards for studuits who participate in sports that require eligibility for two 
Semesters . 

Worse-paft-tune rule. 

Will encourage recruitment of the one-year athlete. 

siandidf ^^^^^ ^"^'^ semester, he/she can still play 2nd S£:mcstcr= lower academic: 

A s_tudent could participate iaa sports program for a full year and not earn any college 
credits provided that the institution aUows that student to register for the second se- 
tnester. 

Prim-icy of academics lessened for student/athletes. 

In reality the hew mles a^ arid probably fai?e? to participants 

however, we need standards that encourage more educational progress. 

Worse, part-time rules. g g 
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No incentive for students to place emphasis on academic achievement. 
It certainly puts athletic skills above academics. 
Concern for transfer rule-need for definite imprdvcmerit. 

As a group, member of Region XXI decided to foHow the more stringent rjles of 
1985-86. 

Allows academically unqualified student athlete to participate: 

Doe3 not allow for a true stu 'ent athlete. We'd really be a Tarm league." 

Does riot riioriitbr progress q*iarterly. 

Removes pressure from student" athletes to maintain minimum standards. 

Student at jiIeteXa(^^^ riot get monitored as closely as when they 

had to establish and maintain eligibility on a semester basis. 

Remedial work should riot be cpurited in required 24 hours per year and/or the total 
required should be returned to 36 quarter hours. 

Fqll-year eligibility fails to encourage academic achievement; scmcstcr-to-scmestcf el- 
igibility provides additibrial acaderiiic incentives to fill students. 

Standards of satisfactory progress should be the same for studeiits. 

Pmic^pation in atl^^^^ Studerit athletes need to set examples of quality 

and ability to do more han the average student. 

Studerit should be requiicd to pass 12 credits with a GPA of 1.5 for the second term 
of a school year. 

We serve a population who have traditionally been less successful. Athletics is a nlbti- 
vati* for therii to seek education. The semester structure is needed for this motivation. 

I trouble wiS allowing part-time students to participate. Additionally prefer a 
qx^rirtirly giade consideration. 

Wv r5 -jilo-ving part-time students to play. 

i are being too easy bri academic progresr? when wc mon5':ar only uno per year. 

We dislike student atiiletes being able to n ivc through the iircA vr..:ii without acaderiiic 
St? ndtrds. 

Too easy-there should be a challenging GPA - hour ratio fjf c^rch qUarter/scmester. 
Aii alhilete can cbriipeie brie full year without ever r» it deling a ciass! 

bb you jigrcc wh5v^»pprov^ jf tli^ ricvv i W6-^7 eli^Hyiliiy rules for the NJCAA? 
iVibsC bf therirt. 
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Need to be itlbrc stririgerit. 

No, but I ain wJlHng to first give it a fair opportunity. 
Absolutely not. 

Let's see how it worics first and then make our views known. 
Need to evaluate after one year. 

Yes, regarding part-time student eligibility. No, regarding annua! eligibility. 

ifhl^"'*^ ^" important concept in establishing eligibility for 

p^tS? follownig statements best describe your reaction to stlndards of 

A. - I questicm Jnitial eli^ a student's past record academically is of no 
concern except if a second season of competition occurs! 

B. - Student^^^ a certain ^ade point average the last term of attendance prior 
to participation! plus during term(s) of participation. 

A year is a good standard-terms vai^r markedly from college to coUcgc. 
On Question 10, A. pertains to first year athletes only. 
Should be computed on all courses attempted per term. 

iffij-?^ ^^^^^ njlc^ nakc it p««sibjc for tlicjpart.tlmc sliulcnt to l>ccome eligible for 
athletics. Do you agree with this philosophical approach? ciigimc lor 

No, certainly not for 'major" sports, maybe for some. 
Yes, philosoplucally!!! 

I believe it is fair and wiH rarely occur with little if any loop hole availabie to the 
mdiscnrmnant athlete or administration. 

New England Region does not follow the part-time rule. 
Only fdUdwixig a year of part-time status. 

Yes, but not as set up in the new rules-we bcheve the student should be full time during 
participation. ^ 

Yes, strongly, as our student body is more part^ime than Tull-tinic. 
Yes, if the student attended one year part time. 
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12. Tile 1986^87 athletic eligibility rcciuircihchts set by the NJCAA are regarded as mini- 
mam requirements. Any collcge/atjil^^^^^^^ more stringent require- 

ments beyond NJGAA minimum standards. Which of the followihg statements best describe 
your reactions? 



B. _- A coUege/athletic confcrence_may approve more stringent requirements beyond 
NJCAA mmimum standards. BUT THIS CAN CREATE UNFAIR ADVANTAGE 
FOR COLLEGES WITH LOWER NJCAA STANDARDS. 

It is unrealistic to assume that conferences hoping to be nationally competitive could 
succeed with more stringent reqi^ii-emcnts than thos-iJ with whom they would be com- 
peting. 



Florida should withdraw if rcasonabSe fjtandard? arc not re- established. 

Collcge/athjetic cc5!tfe^^ V^diF.^^pTov'^ r-^rc striilgerit requircmerits beyond NJCAA 
minimum .standards^ are pu' at extreme disadvantage when nlayinc 

schools/conferences with lesr stringent req.;trcments: 

i3. Has yoar college adopted iftof stringent athletic eligibilitv requircir* -ts tlinn the 
NJCAA^s 1986-87 requirements? 

Yes, our conferences have' 

Tes, in men's basketball only. 

r^o, don't like double standards! 

No. only as N4c member. 

Not yet! 

YeSj^ require completion of 12 credits for transfer's term prior to participation. No, base 
progress on credits earned rather than GPA. 

I believe burs are more stringent than those of our association; 

We use the 1985-86 rules. 

No, however this is under review! 

Not sure^ to 2.0 puts a student on athletic probation. 1.8 arid belbw-thc player 
becomes ineligible. 

We are stuck with 1985/86 NJCAA rules. 

Semester by semester progress is required. ITiis was in eflcct before the new NJCAA 
rules were adopted. 

All students at Trum^ are governed by the same academic rules. In my opinion this 
is the way it should be administered. 

Yes, by virtue of state rules-we require a 2.0 GPA. 

No, not at this time. 

Yesi state of Calif, as a whole. 7 1 
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In 1982 YaoapaiXolIege m Prescott, Ariz., adopted and still maintains, to the best of 
my knowledge, the highest required GPA in the nation, 2.0^ When are we as a com- 
manityxollege group going to get the message that this Hatibn is looking to coljegcs aiid 
universities for leadership. * 

Each sport actjvity's eligibm^^ requiremenls^are determined by the head coach of that 
activity. The minimal requirements are NJCAA guidelines. 

Yes, we have niairitaihed. 

No. ho wevCT, students whore cum^ grade point average falls below the college's 
detimtion of academic probation are placed on academic restriction. Students on aca- 
demic restnction are not permitted to enroll for 12 semester hours of course work. 

Y^k 5?^^ver,^tf a student receiving Scholarship dollars does not pass 12 hours with a 
1./3 OPA or higher, his scholarship is eliminated the he; rm. 



Ptease remember you must maintain a 2.0 G.P.A; or you may IbSc your PcII grant as- 

dissfsS^^ ^'^^""^ """^^ ^ ^^'^^'^ 8° °" probation and can be 

We continue to use the old standards; 12 credits of 1.50, 1.75, etc., by quarter. 

Midterm progress reports--must^ work in over 50% of classes en^ 

roued at each tmdterm point; Must maintain good social standing per disciDlinarv re- 
p()rts (bri and off campus). o i y jr ^ 

Attendance and progress toward degree requirements as per D'lv I standards for transfer 
program students. 

eurrently have requiiBmcrits equal to or abovatfie 1985-86 NJCAA requirements with 
plans to strengthen these even further at end of current 1986-87 year. 

r chair a committee which is now studying athletics in Alabama two year collejtcs We 
■ U present recommendations to the Chancellor soon. 

Scholarship limited to $750 p^yr; 1.8 G.P.A. I.st semester, 2.0 thereafter 12 credits 
minimum for cbritihued eligibility. 

We have adopted use (as a Region) bf the 85-86 eligibility rules. 

^e^c^pro^ss"^"' ^ awarded if the student/athlete is nbt making appropriate ac- 

I; Limited number bf but-of-state athletes. 2. Restricted financial aid. 
Schbbl eligibility and academic probation. 

These are Florida Cbmmunity CoUege ActivitiM A.ssociation standards. All Florida 
Community Colleges comply with these standards. 
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Our conference is operating under the same NJCAA rules as 1985-86. 
ACT tesr 

Scholarship eligbility. 
G;P.A. is 2.00. 

G.P.A. 1.5 on 10 hrs. each semester tninimum. We have virtually no part-time students 
J this really has no effect on us. 

[4ust have 2.00 each semester with 12 or more hours. 

Transfers must complete 12 credits the last term prior to transfer: 

We have stayed with the old term eligibility. 

Part-time studcr. " ^ ineligible-must be 10 hrs. or more. GPA-2. 

Our acadeimr . ..opn - more stringent. 

G.P.A.- 1.8-2.0, cir^'f; -12; term f liability, students must have 12 hours (I'm not suro 
what NJCAA's restn^ loris are). 

Academic /^standards of progress" in some instances caused a student to be out of school 
for 2 quarter. 

We ^6 by iVJeAA rules completely and by the conference rules that may be set by bur 
conference. 

A studen- can be dismissed frpin the college or put on probation limiting his load hours 
to d^credits for too lovv a G.P.A. and in effect cbUld still be eligible under the free year 
of eligibility if he could carry 12 credits. 

Must complete 12 credits during previous quarter. 

During season student has to verify his/her attendance and progress is satisfactory every 
two weeks. 

I will have a col lego corrunittre id determine, if a student docs very poorly in the fall, 
can he play in the spring? 

Part-time students ineli^Bfe-case by case determination. 
Students with more than 2 "Ds" are ineligible. 
National qualification. 

This college, along with dther member institutions of the Mass. Com. Col. Ath. Conf. 
and Regie;). XXI of the NJCAA, is using the 1985-86 NJCAA Rules of Rli^bility. 

Retained 1985-86 NJCAA rules. 

For OS to jdlow a student athlete to continue to play under current NJCAA rules, we 
require written evidence (progress reports) documenting that the student athlete in 

n 
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question is cfTort'' in every class. Attendance, work in on time etc 

are important considerations. ' 

Regular class attendance required. Gredits-^must earn 6 credits each semester. 

Student/atlijete drops be^ on probation. While on probation during 

year, 5 week^and 9 week report of grades must be above C in courscs-if below in 1 
course, placed dri restnction list and is ineli^ble. 

A sii^t modification of the 1985-86 rules were adopted by the N4e Conference. 

Transfer rules. 

Hours per semester earned. 

Must have 2.0 index. 

We utilize ajomu^^^ of hours earned compared to the C}.P:A. The higher the number 
°f .^^4^t«_^f the less the aP,A. would be which, in turn, parallels our probationary 
guidehnes in the college catalogue. ^ 

15. Relative to the 1986-87 NJCAA eligibility rules, Future rxil^ should be: 

More stringent, but leave on evaluation at end of academic year. 

Mere stringent, returned to priv. r arrangement. 

f >:npport part-time eligibility. 

More strihgeni with p£u1-£aiic students. 

With mcreased efforts made to accommodate the majority of our students-part-time. 
Return to 1985-86 rules except for part-time students. 



ire "^"^ Q"««<>n 15 was "'Hr or inUicatc In what areas you feci chsingcs 

Go back to the old policies/standards. 

Should be equal to transfer standards of ISfJCAA. 

Require tot NJQy^ apply to schools of-membership f.incc stricter rules on giv^-n 
campus make that jn-t:tutidn less competitive for recruiting purposes. 

Letter of intent. 

1.85 - 2.00 closer to that which is required of them to enter a four-year institution. 
G.P.A.--eveiy semester. Part-time student's eligibility-elimiriate this. 
Higher G.P.A. and certain ACT scores. i 
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^ r^yi^w_o[jjtte semester spprts elj nT:si I e conducted, i.e., r^bcccr; volleyball^ 

Baseball, Softball, etc. Also the issue of 1 hours" versus 'cumulative hbUrs" should 
be reviewed. 

National letter of intent should be instituted. 

1.5 G.P.A., 9 credits, evaluate each semestcr/24 credits prior to second season: 
Progress toward a degree! 

Eligibility requirements for participation and scholarship. aid must be completed cacli 
semester (example; at least 12 hours arid at least 1.75 G.P.A. each semester). 

Must accumulate 24 hours prior to 2nd season of eU^bility- beginning with initial 
season of cbrripistitiori. 

Term eligibility and 24 credits before second season. 

Initial eligibility for prior college student should revert to old rule of 12 credits hrs./1.5 
in previous semester of present accUrriU- latibri fbr fjart-tirric student. 

I do riot feel that part-time students should be permitted participation. It allows too 
much leeway in leaning tb the deceitful side of rccniitrricrit! 

Students are working and going to school full time, if they wish to pjay sports, this is 
vety difiicult tb db. 

Eliminate part-time student's eH^bifity. 

- - . _ _ a 

' Statement or pr..*^f of acadeitlic progress. 
Part-tiriie students should not be eH^ble, 
Concern for transfer rule-need for definite imprbvcrilcrit. 
^year school ineligible transfers should have to sit out. 
Elimmate part-time student's eligibility. 

Trarisfers should establish last full Jime semester with 12 hours passed and minimum 
1.75 GPA as before, before becbriiirig eligible. 

The GPA must be: raised, no less thm 12 credits earned per semester. Term ejj^bjHty 
!sia rriUst. Part-tiriie studerits have needs other than athletics, we should encourage them 
to fulfill important needs firet. We rilust require prbgrcss tbvvard a degree. 

Credits, what are considered credits? 

Easier to understand. 

17. The 1986-87 NJCAA eligibility requirements do away with (iifrcrchtintiri^ between se- 
mester and quarter hours. Db you agree with this approach? 

Studerits bri quarter hours must eaSn less. 




"°h ^ °' ^"-'^'^y sI»ot»Wn't be the same numbers 

G.P.A. is too low. 

We use semester hours, and 24 is good for us. 

24 quarter credits are only 16 semester credits-they are not equal: 

Quarter hours hot equal to semester hours. 

Semester units should be the measure. 

No too lenient for qtr schools-cumulative hrs for second year should be equivaient 
24 semesters or 36 qtr hour! ^4uiv«iiwu. 

No, should be 18 semester hours! DO NOT raise quarter hours to 30! 
Should be 24 semester or 36 quarter hours. 
They are riot equal. 

Semester hours always wUl articulate to more quarter hours. 

"^'^ '^"^ involvement with intcrccllegiate 

Moderate-- Not enough!! 

3 campus heads are more involved. 

Any president who does not pay close attention to athletics is inviting trouble; 
Great, opinion of A.D. 



l^^^'^ '^'^^ ^'^f^i^i^ makeyouj- reehngs/reactlons knovm to, your N.JCAA 
regional reprpsentative«n issues (such as eligibility rule cliangra) prior to the N.JCAA re- 
gional or national meetings? " •> e / f "» uic rc- 

^^h^H S"* ^"^.oj o'^r Presiderits Jrom t to this meetin.? to express concern. 

a"o to' ffi'theTtLi^r ^""^"^"^^ ^'^^ ^^^'^^ - 

Yes, wheri I have been informed of changes. 
Yes, he is MY i^ean of Students* 
Yes, through local A.D. 

No, our Dean of Students and Athletic Director are much more involved than I. 
No, but I will in the future. 
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Yes, through my Athletic Director. 
I am regional representative. 
Do not belong to NJCAA. 

Did riot receive prior notice, but wiH definitely in the future! 

Not as yet, new position for A.D. 

Yes, through the Athletic Director. 

Yes, NOW!! No, before. 

Only thrbugli bur coaches. 

Yes, to our N.W; Assoc. 

Yes, via athletic directors. 

No, representation throu^ athletic director. 

Yes. with NWAACC. 

Yes, thrbujgh the athletic director. 

Yes. via college representatives to conferences and regibrial riiectirigs. 

Yes, most of the time in writing. 

Yes, the re^onal director is from my college. 

Yes, athletic director. 

None. 

Yes, CCA & COA. 

Yes, did wc ever! 

Yes, through Athletic Director 

No, belong lo a separate "'Association"'. 

No, I don't think I ve ever been ihfbrriied bf issues before they are raised and voted on. 
Through my Dirjctbr of Athletics who is my representative at Regional and National 



Nb, I cbmmunicate with my Athletic Director who attends the Regional mcetirigs. 
20. The role of the CEO in governance bf cbmindnity college intcrcolieglate athletics siiouiti 



meetmgs. 



be: 
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Si^bSbHUy'^''''^"^''" ^"'^ administrative or policy 

No opinion since we are non-members. 

CEQs need to be in position to make final decision. 

Don't know enough about NJCAA format; 

B. - Gne from each Region. 

CEOs who^ believe in education first should iiave direct input into the NJCAA 
decision-makmg process. jv-/v/v 

P^bgr^!''"'^ '^"^ ^° ''^^ ""^'^ °- ^^"^ '"^'^ intercollegiate 

It would not hurt to have the CEO serve in an advisory role. 

NJCAA regional representatives should be elected as present and jnake recommen- 
dations to a separate Board of CEOs which acts as goveffiirig board fbr NCAa! 

Each insUtuttoiv^hoald have a vote in rna^^^^^ that are brought to tlie annual member- 
ship meeting. This vote should be cast by the CEO. annual memoer 

Not sure-bat Presidents need to get involved and have more say-so. 

The present system has tfitfox guarding the hen house. 'B", "C "B' or "F" woulrf 
be an imprbverrient. with 'C being my preference. . c; . or would 

I have played STOh a limited role because our affiliation is so recent that 1 must cbnfe.ss 
I do not know the current structure ahd do not have an informed opinion at this time. 

pISe alfSnS^vJs'^ structure, but I haven't a clear feeling for appro- 

Slf lt'fl^''rJ^ be some accountability-.the coUege's re ;tation is on the line and CEO 
wiU be the first one called in for a problem. 

A greater^ rate of turnover among regibnal directors should be created ic set the 
number of consecutive years of service. 

A president from Washington and Oregon sits on the Fxec. Board as a voting ;r.om&cr; 
Some variation other than the present w/CEO involvement; 

Keep informed by Athletic Dcrector and let Directbr know of any cdScBSis I have. 
Combination CEOs and ADs. 

f?fr!S'i!^'^P^^^^^^^^^ non-athlctiu represented 

at aU NJCAA meetings-with one vote from each college. 

2 members from CEOs ofgaiiization elected to serve ii voting members br the 
govemant board (m NWAACC-caUed executive bbard). 
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CEO needs to be involved more than is presently the case: r;. -iy in those areas 
that reflect academic policy. 

Should be like ealifomia; 



CEOs are represented bh the Comiiiissibn oh Athletics and the Cornnfiunity College 
Association. 

Undecided because of uirfamifianty with current rules. 

A President represc./.^ ! e should attend regional directors* meetings. 

Utilizing both A & B would be ideal. Elected regional^representatives carry out the daily 
admihistration of the organization. An advisory board of CIEOs could give the NJCAA 
leadership and difectidri oh educatibrial/philbsbphical issues. 

NJCAA sfiouli_be governed by broad representative structure including rricri^ wbmeh^ 
minorities, CEOs, deans, faculty, and trustees as per CaHf. Com. on Athletics-it 
works!!! 

HCAA Format--eE6,-administrators and faculty fejpresentat[ve attend annual meeting. 
One vbte per college. Have annual meeting at dtfTerent part of USA each year. 

CEOs should have the major voice but ADs and Ij^ague Cbrrirriissibncrs should have 
a role. 



An equal number of CEOs, elected from regions, and other members should form 
goverrmg board. At the local institutional level i t is irtipdrtant that iiidividuv^is re- 
sponsible for the managtement of student athletic programs understand the concerns and 
priorities of the CEO. 



21. Is it desirables to iiave one intercollegiate national gnvcrhance structure for all two-year 
colleges In the country? 



Contingent on what structure is; colleges would have to agree to have one struclUfe. 

If standards are high enough. 

If we could enforce a national lettei- of intent. 

sVitli options for each bf the variety of institutions. 

If it operates in a reasonable way. 

Yes, if it is working for the students and in the best interest j)f the cdllege. No, if it is 
permitted to Ibwer academic standards in the name of winning. 

No, should be regional. 

I see lib need foi a hatibhal structure. 

Yes, but we need something align to the Div I, II, III bf the NCAA. 
Nbt as it stands now. 
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""^^^ ^^^ feit the need in CaUr Our standards are m5r"e stringent and in 
ray opinion more appropriate; The NFCAA ♦ u"- 

'STANDARDLESS'. INJL-AA seems cIo5e to bemg 

rni^i^ rnlF^-^ *° Vie factiond situation (i.e., CaUfomia system and the North- 
west Com. CoUege s organization), this probably wouldn't work. 

YeSi if possiBiel 

22. P!ca5<! indicate any national ihtcrcbllcgiate athletic issues you would !:kc to sec 

studied w.tl. recommendations forthcoming by this or other similar committed: 

Violencc-rio, our respoasibility. Financial aid for athletes-no, individual collcee state 
^aS^Sd''"Ai ^"f/f " but thespirit anSlntSfof Title 

Sc^mf pfegrS^?^'^'^^ "'"^^^y^^- Standards of progress tied into a "recogni J' 

FresFmian eligibility!!!! 

mejSd^r^'" ''^ ^ 'recognized' academic program and include develop- 

yioIence--mdividud con rcsponsibiiity. Financial aid for athletes- 

coUege, sta e, and federal responsibility. Role of out-oPcountry it^lSt-ftcSS nt 
oar institution. Title IX status-has been all but abandoned natibn^de 

23. A student transferrlhg frbm a four-year to a two-year college docs hot need ^ have 

SrrcLS'T.h''r'^'"^T*^^^^^^ thefattcrprOvid^Te/shedS 
not participate at the four- year level. Do ydU favor this rule? 

Yes, except for 2nd season of participation. 

Yes, each college assessment program should determine. 

Depends upon Jength of 3ta^ e.g., fuU semester- 12 units-one year 24 units fw/2 0^ 
If drop out in the 1st semester-starts fresh. Ov//.w>. 

This is _a second chance situation both academically and athlelicaHy. VViiy set the stu- 
deni aside where he might totally drift away from the college expencnce?! 

The critical question that differs from individual to individual is-why? 

SderniSji? 'Ijf^'S p3ienj J hi^ 

academically. The student has already demonstrated lack of success without athletics. 

^ p^tSii^SiS^^ ^'^'^ '^"^"^ - « 

ABSGLUTEt.Y! 
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Passed at 1.75 SOME HOURS. 
First year after one semester. 

A for^vcness factor should be built in for the student who may have made a mistake 
in his initial college enrollment. 

Should not count credits earned at 4-yr for 2nd season participatibri. 
YeSi if he was ah athletic participant. No, if a hon-athlctic participant. 
Ho, the 1985-86 rale was satisfactory. 

Revert to minimum of 12 lirs/1.5 during last term of full-time enrollment or cum of 
24/1.75 during last two terms! 

Perhaps some formula based upon a percentage of hours attempted could be worked 
diit. 

Should have at least completed 12 credits during last quarter/ semester of attendance. 

25. Currently <»tab;^st]ing athletic eligibility utitizfs a 1.75 6.P.A. requirement. This 
G.P,A. can be conipiitcd on the b^t 24 hotirs in tlic annual (12 in a term) requirement with 
all other hours igfldrcd. Do you agree with this method? 

Yes, but prefer 2.00 G.P.A. 

Should Be the best 36 qt; hrs. instead of 24 qt. hrs. 

No, however this issue needs to be thoroughly examined. 

Method, yes-G.P.A., ho. 

Yes. must reach a 2.00 G.P A. for the best 24 hours. 

Yes, however, if a quarter system is in efTect, the requirement should Be 36 hrs. 

No, 2.0 GPA. 

Should be 2.0 or above. 

Yes, however, GPA is too low. 

Yes\ 2.0. 

26. If "No" to Question 25, should the G.P.A. caicuiatibh iiidiidc ail acciimtilatcd hotirs? 

Yes, arid raise to 2.0. 

Yes, as interpreted by the college. 



Computied on all Hours in the term. 

Must take into consideration gradirig s^'stem such as U & S or P & F utiHzsd for dc 
velbphlerital courses at some institutions: 

Yes, if aU attempted hours. 

Yes, except repeated courses. 

27. If to Question 26, on what basis slioald G.P.A. eligibility be computed? 

''Best hours* 

Total G.P./total hours. 

i me4 the rule ^ before where a student must pass a minimum of 12 hrs. with a 15 
u.^.A. the terrn before participatmg-pasa a minimum of 12 hrs. per term of enrollment 
with a cumulative G.P.A. of 1.75 before being allowed to play a^seconTs?S^^^^ 

Best 24. 

24 semester, 36 quarter. 

1.75 ok for freshmen then standard should shift upward to 2.0 for sophomores. 

12 per semester. 
All hours attempted. 
On 2.0 average. 

Rai.se the best 24 requirement to 2.0 miriimuin. 

The best 24 credits earned. 

As in 25 but not including repeated courses. 

Credits passed as long .as they pass the 12 credit hours with the !.75 GPA. 

A 2^ index ^rE''^^^ for graduation. /ITic same standard should be ap- 

phed to eligibihty for atWetes after a year of eligibility. I recommend that the student 
be required to complete ^24 semester hours or 36 quarter hours with a 2.0 index to be 
eligible to participate in his chosen sport the second year. 

On a graduated scale that would feed to a 2.0 after four semesters. 

The GPA can be computed on the best 24 hours- with 2.9. 

Ren^dial courses or developmental courses, where students register as necessary to 
reach completion, should be counted only once in calculating GPA; and remedial 
courses should not be counted in the 24 hours required for eligibility. 

Ail courses; 



Increase MINIMAL r 1 2 credit hours or mbrc. 
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Those hours pertaining to current degree being pursued: 
Once competition has begun for that student. 
Use 1985-86 format. 

The current system of calculation has been worldng fine. 



28. In ^iianging from the old rtil^ of term eligibijity td atihuai cligiHIity^ a major argiitticnt 
was NCAA Division J has^iuial eligibility with minimum SAT scores ami GPA iii high 
school core courses. Should NJCAA adopt similar requirements? 



No, I would hot agree to annual eligibility under any terms: 

If annud eli^bility con^ But as open door iristitutidris we rhust be careful with 

the minimum standards. 

Yes, at a lower level than NCAA. 

Depends bri what requirements are. 

ISis issue has broad and serious r EJjJ^billty deserves discussion at the 

highest levels of Junior GoHege governance- To answer this question with an unquali- 
fied response- could aflect the philosophical foundations of the "open door" junior col- 
lege. 

But substitute ACT scores for SAT. 
NCAA and NJCAA have different needs! 

Yes, however, SAT and ACT scores should have m^ianing: That is, do any schools 
really use those scores to any purpose with specific follow-up? 

Neither annual eligibility or SAT and H:S. G:P:A: requirements arc nppropriate for 
cbmmuiuty colleges. 

Wyotning state law preclude pretests as a requirement. 

SlAT or GPA or ACT affects the transfer student only! This may not be appropnate 
for the coinmunity colle^ student who wants two years of college and sports partic- 
ipation with no goals of transfer! 

Only if it is prepared to enforce the ruie/stahdards. 

No, we do not have these restrictions for any other students coming into an "open door" 
college. 

As previously stater^ ! believe all students should be treateji the same. Since we have 
rib SAT score or GPA requirements for our general entering students, I do not believe 
we should have special rules for the athletes. 

At the junior college level we should have as liberal an elipbility policy as possible. 
One that provides access tb bur cb-curiicular activities, conaistenl with saund educa- 
tional practices, and retaiir: itiH prepares btir surderils for citizenship and further edu- 
cation. 
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something to make a commitineat to acacJcmtc standards. The present 
standards appear to have one objective-Id keep the athlete eligible; 

Push to eiimuiate freshman eligibility at ALL four-year institutions. 

It is my Uriderst^dijig that there was no discussion relative to NJCAA Division I at 
any tmie m the development of eligibility. c^ivision i ai 

Developmental Hdiicatton needed by majority of student/athletes. 

Use developmentai courses. ;:. 

>Jb, that would severely limit our pool for student/athletes. 
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The issues which Florid^^ are partic ' concerned with relative to the NJCAA 

ajid JmercbHe^ate athlctir > are very basic and serious to Florida presidents. I appre- 
ciate the work of the ad hoc committee and look forward to substantive rccommendatidns 
relative to academic standards and community college intercollegiate sports. 

It is about time that the AACJe got involved in this, I have fecomtncnded this for yc^:^\ 

Hal^ only one coUcje in the k^^ system has iritercblleg^^te athletics. Paducah Gom- 

irLanity-Eollege, Paducah, KY, has an aUiletics pipjfa^ Since this coUej^e is member 
of AACJC, I assume this survey went directly to that college. Charles Wclliingtcil. 

Students at th^ University Com. College pv^rticipatc in tiic Imiversity 

intercollegiate athletic prograim-they DC) NOT have a karate cbnimuriity college athletic 
program. (Southern Conference Division lA). 

The rule that seems to be unf|ur is hour rule. Even those students who attend a 

college which has a tri-mester system, only have to pass 24 quarlcf ir . Students who 
attend a semester college also have to pass 24^EMESTER hours. I bci:- c a quarter hour 
o'^^y worth 2/3 of a ^mestef hoU Studcshts in a tri-mester program should have 

to pass 36 quarter hours to be eligible for a second year of cdmpctitiori. 

In tercdllegtatc athletics is a desirable part of 2-year college programs providing :ao> do not 
^?Py ^^^^ "^l^s rcj^ja^^^ cmbarrassriijrit tc higher education (espe- 

cially the big footbaU and hasketbdl powers.) Varsity fUhletics with the r^mphasis on re- 
cruiting, minimal fihahcial aid, maximal assistance in their studies, and maximal promoting 
ofthe values a ' knowledges ^aine^ athletics. Ideally 2-yr. college ath- 

letic programs ild be for in district and in state^player^. This is the dpiriibri of a long 
term (13 year' jhunity college coach now retired to the relaxing solitude of a college 
president's a? ■»! 

I believe that intercollegiate "^letics constitutes the greatest area of hypocrisy in higher 
education. I believe that the rules should be chii ^ed to maximiTC particij^atidn and 
cdmjpetiiivcness, or they should be made VERY. SI RINGENT and recruiting should be 
lirdted to each coUe^ {District), We can't have it both ways. The univer- 

sities have been trying to for years, and it shows. 

I would appreciate receiving a summary of the survey results. 

Thanks for doing this. It's time the CEOs took charge. 

We need the NJC^ wv v^ over the years. The CEC3s need 

to be more actively involved in the NJCAA: If rejgidn*^^^ directdfs were CEOs^ they could 
have adequate input into policy scttmg for the NJCAA. Only a slight modilicatidn will 
bring adequate sdlutidri to any difficulties iri the NJCAA, 

Athletic Directors should not control the NJCAA. ITiere should be sipiificant input from 
CEOs^ either in an advisory cap>acity to the Iloard or the NJCAA administrators, llic 
^CAA has fl;iaUy awaken to this problem brily alter seriously damaging reputation of 
colleges and jiudent/ athletes. I would no^likc td see the same fate befall the NJCAA, 
However, at :.liis time, we arc powerless to 5top it unless there h CEO involvement. I dd 
not want td ti>ke th^ for a jxDbrly administered system. Just as the NCAA CEOs. After 
all, we sign the forms and pay the bills. 

riti Jetting a little tired of hearing about these issues over and over from GEOs who are 
reluctant to adojjt an ejgaHjafian approach to athletics that would rnatch overall community 
college philosophy. In fact, I consider the athlete somewhat discriminated against iri 
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companson to drama, music, art, etc., arid bther activity areas. Get olTthe bac/s of athietic 
* ' CREATING bppdrturiity for bur people' instead of 

?"ardmg^agamst thci» p^.,upat,ori. We spsak with fsrkcd tongue when wl^itjentify oui- 
S I^rtsin ' ^mhmg their participalior.-:t,Ut just 

it^^s very difficuU to answer these questions oh a clean cut yes-no format. I do not like the 

i/TifiSlA^^^ iS*^ requirements havjLbecomatoo lax. We have gone from being too strict 
1985-86 to bemg too lenierit in 1986-87. Ws need to find some middle of the road I 
thinfc as commuiuty and junior coUeges we need to setre our academic purpose -Irst; 
therefore, con inumg open door pofacies and aJIowiiig students to enroll who, otherwise 
could not get i" Jo NCAA Div I scj^ools. f lowever, just because we let then i^ dSn't 
mean that w&5hould not expect acaderm^ improving. Therefore allbWiftR 

treshjmen to play without some academic requirement is a mistake. There is no rriotivation 
lor therri to want ^ get good grades. If they had the motivation, many would not be at - 
junior and corariunity colleges anyway. 

Tlie new rUles threaten _the viabUltv of this organizalidn. The CHOs need to par^icioate 
and help save the brgariizatidn. ^ ' 

StudGnts/atgeles who transfer to a NJCA A member institutions should be required to sit 
Ti^^er^aSSlj'lelbff '° '""'"''^ ' ^'^^^ ^ 

Although J was unhappy with the change in eligibUity requirements when it was made I 

ulvDpl^n^Fn' w '"^^ °' ^'^'■"'■^ agam Hence rny 

UiNUIiCIDED answers on many questions. 

This questionnatfc F/.ItS to cover the practices and policies of »^ic :olleBeherc ^aos 
%^u^^trI°\ v^A t^°-y=^^<=feff5s to separate organized nthletics from acaoemic 
requirements-let s do av/ay with the forced dishonesty. 

Franldy, We need uniform rules that educational institutions will accent. We are not in- 
terested m recruiting 4:year coUege 'residue'. The present NJCAA rules represent a Huge 
PH^i,^ , k"? ^'^.P''°"15'c^ pur state conference to retain^tfie 1985-86 eligibility mles. 
Further, I believe it woiild be in the best interest of the NJCAA to include presidents of 
member institutions in formulating a policy of sue \x magnitude. 

Jnnior^Colle^^ had the opportunity to establish rules 

of ehpbihty with both acadenuc ^d f^^^^^^^ Instead, they chose to turn S 

back on academics and, therefore, ignore the missjon of each member i- .'^tution Tiie 
N IGAA and its mem^^^ claim that it and they are not T^er institutions' for 

SwK— "f*"" -"u ^^^^^^ member instituUon coaches attempt to 

But thpv ^'"'•-y«".«'=h°'«sh,P opi^Jrtumties. Two^i^ear colleges are indeed stepping-stones, 
bu they are stepping-stones to a future-that future is based in education. We must teach 

^SJJI^fr''^?^™'' f-^^^^^^^ ^^^""^ '"^'""'y responsibility. We cannot permit 

athletics to step outside of the mainstream of these teachings. TJie NiEAA has taken a 

TR^V/P'tf ^ ^^^^^^^ implementation of its Rules of Eligibility 1986-87. 

The ti e Rules of EbebOity' gives a certain^credibility to whatever follows. If the rules 
are weU-mtentioned and lead to fulfdlment of the mission of out college, then that credit 
th^^n "^"^^ ^'-^^ ^ ofcircum- venting what 

irf ^fi P fr^"^"*"-^" ""^^"^ tfiey should be chan:gcd. If regional directors cannot 

f^?^^ ^'^''^^i^'' presidents mast become involved. It ™ 

^^'^^ and the NJGAA Executive Committee 
meeting "^^^^ ^"'^ "^"^ ^' ^^"^^ legislative 
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If part-time studenls are a there shbuid be allbwariccs for part-time 

students who are enroHcd tn their last semester and do not need m<)rc credits to graduate. 

PercepUqns arc prdbably than reaiity for 2-yr. athletes! I favor recoptition of part- 

time students in light oHheif niun riatibrial G.P.A. staridarizatibh for mini- 

mums, ^ I favor term-by-term eligibility. I favor some role for Presidents 
cbmmissiori/advisbry board on national level. 

Hal, I siroiigly feel^ that the changes in eligibilii;/ have added to the problems bf cbmmuhity 
cbllege athletics being v'-.ved as "catch-all" for under-achieving athletes. The new standard 
is essent[aUjr a nqn- stan^^ Studerts can compete for a full year without passing a single 
course,^and for those who choose t^ sUde--or are allowed tb sliclc--it becomes virtually 
impossible to recover. Being able to select any 24 hours to meet U .75 requirement is 
also a seribus acacJemic comprbmise. Students with a D average can cor-pete througli this 
^^/^^JY^ P^o^.^'^s. We havie chbsjen at Cr^^^ tb cbntiriue tb operate on ihe per-semester 
eligibility basis. The part-time student provisions are a good idea. 

j fi"^ ^^ J^j^^^I^^^^ scie the h.^ schbols and the senior colleges raising their academic 

(athletic) standm-ds while the community college is lowering theirs. It makes cbmmuriity 
cblleges Ibbk like 2rid rate institutions. 

i strongly support the effort to ev^Uate the NJCA A academic eligibility regulations. It is 
crucial that athletes landerstand^that they are a student first and that they must achieve in 
the classrbbm as well as on the field or court.. GoHeges are not fulfilling their mission if they 
allow athletes to^lay if the students are academically hot achieving. I believe if a standard 
such as a 2.6 index ("C average) is^ made known tb student athletes, they will strive to 
achieve that goai.^ If it is lower^ some student athletes will have less motjvatiqn and only 
try tb meet what is required. THe athletic programs at colleges across the United States 
need the support of the faculty, cbach^ arid president tb insure that students succeed aca- 
demicdly. The help of the NJCAA^in estabHFhirig reasonable standards which lead a stu- 
dent toward graduation or transfer must be considered. When other than athletic directors 
help riiakip the academic eli^bility rules, I believe, the educational aspect of a student 
atWete/s life wiU ^ am definitely bppbscd to part-time students 

participating m tnter-coUegiate athletics. T'ms i;qu[d lead to abuse arid allbw students with 
rniriimal studies L represent the coHege \ **Ue oth^T athletes would be full-time studcrtts 
having all the fespbrisibilities thereof. 

JHse include us among those receiving copy of results as wr arc ariticipatirig the iritrb- 
dUctibri of wbrheri's basketball at intercolle^ate level! 

The role of the Junior eollegc is an open door Erirbllmerit PbHcy. The cligbility standards 
shbuid not be as stringent as the four-year institutions: The community college has a ri^bre 
diversified wStuderit pbpulatibri (see Mr. West). 

There should be computations of the number of athletes at cach^ school graduating, or 
cpmpjetirig 6C credits (seriiester hours) to separate the "tourist" from the students. This is 
vital if our creditability is to be preserved. 

We like full-tinie students to carry 12 hours with GPA of 1.75. However, we like tenri el- 
igibility and each studerit riiust pass at least 12 hours for each term. 

At first ^ahce the new eligibtltty rules seem to be ra*1.5r absurd. Ilbwcver. after rethinking 
its rariiificatibris, it appears only to dramatically affect one inter-collc^atc sport from past 
ye^. (Ba5lcetbaU)^U the brius bri individual ihstitutioris to set their own 

s^co^d semester sports j?art[cij>atibrt far as part-tiriie participatibri 
is cbricerned, I am for such legislation. The present part-time rule is good because it cri- 
cbUrages the studerit tb stay in school. (By maintaining a steady accumulation of credits 
for participation.) 
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-i;"i^Jr M ? "^^^ academics must remain a top priority. ThercTore, graclc:; ahoulc - 
cr- ked followmj each semester or quarter. I'herefore, students with low CPAs sho ' 
dH tHe^elj^ble°St ^ "^^"^ °'" ^'^'"''Stcf and be" suc5dssfal acadetnicaliy of fern-; 

There ]s OTotfKr hem, not Usted under Question 22, wKct I think miglit receive favorab!^ 
considerationTrom^ tfie NJC^^ ,t did just that in Repon 12 when bmugh 

up for bnef di|cu5sion «id a straw vote' a couple ofjyears ago. Based upon what I have 
i^^r''''^""^ W -^"^ ^"'^ conversing with other 

^^ SS^?^f'?'V".Jf!^°"^,'^• ^^ '? hypothesis that: A significant incTcase in the 
number of student-atMetes who obtain an Associates Degree would occur if they were al- 
lowed tjiree years of ebgibilfty (instead of two) within the NJCAA. To support mv hv- 
pothesis, my pjebmina^ mvesti show that most of our athletes: ! Do not Rct 

r'n^H^f S^^^^ ^-.P^?^ ^^*^^^^^^^ requirements for an Associate Degrle. 

h^-. ^ ^i^ intercoUegiate sports when they transfer to a 4-year institution. 4 Would 
stay at Muskegon Com. Cbl. for a third year of eHgbillty: 

I am in support of eHpbaity students to meet academic standards to 

participate m sports, but not academic standards that are significant I v :,iglicr than wJiat is 
f^^' student in the coUege. A student athlete's aea.rniic progress Sid 
evaluated m the s^e way ^ ari^^^ studm with tfe following modifiealibns: 1. A 
it ?, ^ ^ °"Vst. Be m good standing with the edUege (not on probation or havine anv 
S^^l,"'^?- '-k!"?'""^- 2- ^ Wgfi^?-fi?^^l 4stering in college for?he S tS 

SSS ?v^K T"' "^"""^T^- -^P'^vi.us college student* or transferee's el- 
leb^ty shoaid be based on past hbUrs and GPA accumulated in higher education (up to 
l^^^'^^^ ^^^'^ ^A^ lZto^^ with a 1.85 GPA or 24 and over with a'^2.0 
OPA)^. AU cred.. nours should be counted: 3. A student mUst be enrolled in 12 hours 
dumg season np^icipaijpn. 4. A student must accutnu?.^.^ a minimum of 24 hours with 

>unt^ ^ ^^""^ ^^""^^ be 

|.3o_not beUeve thai this is a legitimate eoneen; for the AACJC, so I will not rc^ 
spond to the items in this survey instrument. 

Athletics exist within an educational institution not as a paralleled entity. The achievement 
of educational objecUves^ reason for being. Ile/siic is an athlete 

«o^^i ^^^ '^^^'^''^ ^-'^'^S educational standards of progress. If at any time the educa- 
tional^ standards^ of progress are not maintain^ ceases to have the priviletrc to 

^en this approacji is firmly delineated and embraced by alltdu- 
cators in the institution (from the President to coach) our athletic programs will enjoy 
greater success and pur student-athlrt^^ will be appropriately served. The standards of a 
group suvh as the NJCAA should reflect the above*.' From my reading of the qucsttennSre 
tBe Se i^^fS*° ^^""^ if any. "leaning. I am pLsed to say tharsucMs^ot 

JS^P^"°^P^'"P«^ atlileties, but we do participate in other 

mtercoUegiate activities and we do have an ojpinign regarding standards. I do not feel thai 
It IS appropria's to answer question gl and be ignored regarding the issues. I am opposed 
o pwer standards and to ariy eUgibllity schem that would allow students to represent S 
^stitution who^ not doing acceptable work or even attending during the second year. 

everywhere who have goals for improvement. CEOs should not abdicate any portion of 
theirresponsibdities. At the least, an elected eommittee of^EOs should pass bn standards 

contrary to thr voitiiD -nr-.r ctJege pnilosophy. The atWete sKr;)?<J be 'coirananlLy " to Ihc 
same extent as t^e slu:..::fit bpdy as a wfiole. Florida is serious about education reform md 
improvemeirt. AtWeties is highly visible and could discredit improvement efibrts™ U^c 
classroom. I urge the retention of high standard.s and reasonable controls. 
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Would you please send me a copy of the results of your survey cm inter- collegiate athletics. 

We look forward to the final; consolidated report. 

Lake Michigan College's pdsitibri bri drug abuse is attached. 

The IritercoUegiate Athletic pro-am at the community coUege level shou[d gfovide the 
studom/athlete with dppbrturiity. Consistent with the ''open door Vpoltcy for institutional 
erirollment, the prcscrit interc^^ legiatA eligjibility rules bficr a ivuzh wider jtudenl popu- 
lation the chance to participate. The new rule to allowjpart-tmic students eligibility needs 
to bp in place for at least three years in order lo properly market and measure jts impact 
on participatten. The potential for the rntercoUe^ate pro-ams at Jhe 'smaHer' Institutions 
CDuld be significant^ In regards to eli^bility standards, the criteria for dctermihihg.eligibtHty 
should not be so restrictive that student developmcri^is stjfled. Cdnsequeritly, neither 
should thej^ be sb lax as tb allow student athletes to matriculate without academic chal- 
lenge. We at DundaUc c:qm. Cbl. fed that the intercbllegiate program provides an im- 
portant part to the growth and devdopmen^qf students whb desire tb participate. A 
balanced approach to athletics thi ough academics should be the goal of any intercollegiate 



program. 



The new ^eligibility rules are the most sensible rules we have had in my nine years of 
coaching junibr college basketbdU. In the past with the semester or quarter eli^bility, 
jumqr college athletics Ibst a Ibt bf credibility becauf^e pJaycrs were lost from the team in 
the nriddla of the season^ On qccasiqii, tej^ had tb fbrfeit games br the rest of the season 
when this happened.- We played teams who have ended up with 5 bf 6 players. ^Isb, many 
jtinibr cbUeges were losing money because if an athlete became ineligbje, he or she usually 
left schoo]. With cblfe^^^^ with fuU-blown athletic programs and smdl enrollments, this 
was a^scnous situation. One of the bigpfbblsms is that thepublic doc.« not understand that 
the NJCAA rules are how smna^ to the NCAA rules. Because tJ-e i^CAA passed Prb- 
position 48,the public believes their academic standards are strict. Once you meet Pro- 
position 48, the NCi^ student/^^^^ same academic rules as the NJCAA 

student/athJe*- Above all else, ihe junior colleges have always beisn a secbrid chance y;- 
iJatfc.; rc. udeht/athlete. The A). J. Simposons and Bob McAdoos would probab!^ 
fc-ve iiu. cnance if stricte;- acadcrnic rules were in force when they played .J.C. sports. 
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A^S?€tATl(n 07' COMMUNITY AND JUNIOBC^^ 
:*Or ^SiiTTfifl iNrEnCOtLEGlA TE A THLETICS 



CHA^CL vr DUTIES 



Purpose: 




dmmendatidns bri studerit eligibility siandardii^ national governance structure, and role of chief executive 
ofTicers in the operation of the national intercollegiate athletics program as related to community, technical, 
and junior colleges. 

Committee Membership: 

The IntcrcoJle^ate Athletics Comir'ttee will cqnsis^ of ten members appointed by the Chair of the AACJC 
Board of Directors. The terms of office will be '^jv the period September I. 1986 through May I, 1987. 



The AACJC Board Chair will appoint nnG Comrnittee jmember to serve as Chair of the CoiTy mi ttec and 
anothf^i^person to Geire ^a^^ Vice Chair. The President of AACJC will appoint oie person to serve as the 
Secretary for the Cormnittee. TTle of the Natibhal Junior College Athletic Association, 

arid F* ida andJ^aHfojnia Intercollegiate Athletic Associations will be invited to serve in an ex bfiieio ca- 
pacity with the Coriirnittee. 



Ij)ue Jo budget Umta^^ it is urilikely that the Committee will Be able to meet togethc; n-r^ LSan two 
times^ It is anticipated that a |>relimiriary report, with rccbmirieridatibris, will be prepared .or ^ %cr£Catiori 
to the AACJC Board of Directors' Executive Cominittcc by February 15, 1987. It is also a..*J . -aied that 
the Cbrrimittee will make a final report at the AACJC Convention In Dallas, Texas, April 2i,-24,' 1987. 



Committee Expenses: 

AAOC will reimburse Cbn^ members Jbr travel expenses to no more than two centrally locate o 
meetings of the Cominitt^. Travel tb the AACJC Cbnveritjon or other related meetings will not be coverea 
unless they are one of the two authorized^xj^nditure ineetings. AACJC will alsb pay the costs involved 
in preparing the report. The overaU Committee operating budget is established to not exceed $7,500. 



Officers; 




- President and Chief Executive Oniccr 
American Association of Community and Junior CoIIcrcs 
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